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SUMMARY
The focus of this research was to determine if, based on the research on the opinions of the 
academics and sector stakeholders (private, public and NGO respondents), sustainable 
tourism policy is being achieved in practice and if not, what the reasons were for failure of 
policy implementation. The research used exploratory and descriptive research approaches as 
well as both qualitative and quantiative methods through comparison of two Mediterranean 
islands: Calvia (Mallorca, Spain) and Malta. Case study research in these two destinations was 
undertaken as both destinations are in the Mediterranean, their main tourist product is sea, 
sun, sand packages dominated by tour operators, tourism developed rapidly during the 1960’s 
and both destinations are facing a loss of tourists and increased competition.
The Theory of the Commons was used as a conceptual framework which suggests that in the 
short term, the individual advantage of exploiting shared or pooled resources is often perceived 
as being greater than the potential long-term shared losses that result from their deterioration, 
and consequently there is little motivation for individual actors to invest or engage in protection 
or conservation.
As a result of the research, five specific findings are presented. First, although sustainability 
and sustainable tourism are widely adopted notions for achieving a more balanced 
environmental, social and economic form of tourism, few examples or case studies of 
successful implementation were found in practice. Second, the policies examined in this 
research were replete with barriers to implementation within the political environment in which 
they operated. Third, barriers found were economic priority over social and environmental 
considerations, lack of stakeholder involvement and participation, lack of integration into wider 
policy and lack of awareness of sustainable tourism. Fourth, there was little clear consensus 
among stakeholders as to who should be responsible for the policy implementation process. 
Fifith, mitigation strategies which were put forward as recommendations for other destinations 
developing and implementing policies are the integration of policy into larger political and 
economic frameworks, more stakeholder involvement and accountability, political will, and 
education about sustainable tourism. The final observation of this thesis is that although 
tourism has been recognised as a major economic contributor to economies and that tourism is 
also a strong tool in the social and infrastructural development of a destination, it is often not 
considered within the political contexts in which tourism operates, nor in the power struggles 
that play a critical role in hindering effective sustainable tourism policies.
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CHAPTER 1 
Topic and Research Methodology
“The problems of mass tourism are growing globally.... Citing examples at the micro 
level gives the erroneous impression that tourism as a mass phenomenon can similarly 
be harnessed” (Wheeler, 1993:92).
1.0 Introduction
The predominant style of tourism today and potentially for the future is mass tourism that 
focuses on sun, sea and sand (3 S). The 3 S’ are the major sources of tourism resulting in the 
creation of this pleasure periphery. Pearce (1995:10) alludes to the earlier work of Turner and 
Ash (1975), describing the emergence of a ‘pleasure periphery’:
“This periphery has a number of dimensions, but is best conceived geographically as 
the tourist belt which surrounds the great industrialised zones of the world. Normally, it 
lies some two to four hours flying distance from the big urban centres, sometimes to 
the west and east, but generally toward the equator and the sun.”
In most islands, tourism is almost completely climate and beach focused and this mass tourism 
focus forces islands to compete with all other tourist islands or sun, sea and sand destinations 
which often results in the neglect of historical, cultural and often environmental impacts of the 
rest of the island. Beller (1986) suggests that the potential effects of environmental degradation 
due to excessive and uncontrolled tourist development can ultimately lead to the destruction of 
the very environment the tourists come to enjoy. Sustainable tourism (ST) is often cited as a 
solution to this destructive type of tourism development and policy is seen as the way to 
achieve such aims.
1.1 Need for Research
“Management decisions are not worth the paper they are written on unless the policies 
and decisions are implemented” (Elliot, 1997:97).
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Currently there is a range of research about tourism policy and a plethora of information on ST, 
however research on the implementation of tourism policy is weak and of ST policy is slim. 
There are multiple needs for research on this topic. Firstly, mass tourism is the main form of 
tourism and not likely to be replaced (Butler, 1991, Wall, 1993, Wheeler, 1993, Pearce, 1995). 
Secondly, many articles written about the social or environmental impacts of tourism discuss 
remote, developing destinations, however, in reality the bulk of international tourist movements 
take place between industrialised countries (Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert and Wanhill, 1998). 
Industrialised or developed countries enjoy the significant share of the wealth created by 
tourism and warmer coastal areas in particular. Tourism receipts amounted to US $127 billion 
in the Mediterranean (the world’s leading tourism destination) and account for approximately 
5% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Spain, France, Italy, Greece and Turkey (United 
Nations (UN), 2003:8) and even higher in island states such as Cyprus and Malta. Of the 132 
million international arrivals to Europe in 2003, most were to Western Mediterranean countries, 
accounting for 1/3 of total world tourism (World Tourism Organisation (WTO), 2004). This figure 
is expected to rise to 346 million by 2020 (United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) et al.,
2000). Thirdly, most destinations which have coastal resorts depend on tourism as their main 
industry (Briguglio & Briguglio, 1996, Stabler & Goodall, 1996) and the environment and the 
sustainability of the industry is a growing concern for these regions. Fourth, many mass tourism 
destinations are in the mature stage of their life cycle and are facing issues of deterioration 
and/or competition which is threatening their tourism industry livelihood.
For the purpose of this thesis, sustainable development and ST will be evaluated and critiqued 
in detail in the literature review, however a standard working definition of sustainable 
development and ST that will be assumed from this point forward are:
Sustainable Development:
"Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs" (World Commission on Environment and
Development (WCED), 1987)
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Sustainable Tourism:
"Sustainable tourism development guidelines and management practices are 
applicable to all forms of tourism in all types of destinations, including mass tourism 
and the various niche tourism segments. Sustainability principles refer to the 
environmental, economic and socio-cultural aspects of tourism development, and a 
suitable balance must be established between these three dimensions to guarantee its 
long-term sustainability... Sustainable tourism development requires the informed 
participation of all relevant stakeholders, as well as strong political leadership to ensure 
wide participation and consensus building. Achieving sustainable tourism is a 
continuous process and it requires constant monitoring of impacts, introducing the 
necessary preventive and/or corrective measures whenever necessary. Sustainable 
tourism should also maintain a high level of tourist satisfaction and ensure a 
meaningful experience to the tourists, raising their awareness about sustainability 
issues and promoting sustainable tourism practices amongst them" (www.world- 
tourism.org).
1.2 Research Problem
1.2.1 Research Objective:
The focus of this research is not to determine if sustainability is needed or to identify criteria to 
achieve it. Rather it is to determine if, 15 years after academics, government and industry have 
subscribed to the notions of sustainability, it is being achieved in practice and if not, what are 
the reasons for such a failure of policy implementation and what are potential mitigating 
strategies to overcome these implications and problems in the future.
1.2.2 Research Aim:
To determine the barriers to the effective implementation of ST policy in mass tourism coastal 
destinations.
1.2.3 Specific Objectives:
1. Review and consolidate the literature on ST to extract key factors of effective ST
2. Identify barriers to the effective implementation of ST policy
3. Determine different stakeholder views as to the degree of implementation of 
selected destination ST policies
4. Identify criteria necessary for the successful implementation of policy (mitigation 
strategies to overcome barriers)
5. Determine the extent of consensus among experts regarding barriers to effective 
implementation of policy and about who should be responsible for implementing, 
monitoring, paying for and enforcing sustainability policy
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1.3 Research Approach
A) The research first synthesised existing academic research and thought on ST through 
the investigation of the history, theories and arguments of sustainable development and ST with 
an in-depth literature review. The purpose of the literature review was to extract key factors 
required for effective ST by investigating theories, principles and definitions of ST. This same 
approach was used for ST policy to identify key barriers and success factors for its 
implementation. The elements of tourism policy and how it relates to the concept of ST was 
also be analysed and key barriers, success factors and gaps are extracted to highlight where 
tourism policy does not address sustainability in an integrated and holistic manner. Factors 
related to the creation and implementation of policy in general are discussed and also best 
practice of ST policy implementation are examined.
B) The second phase of the research clustered barriers and mitigation strategies identified 
in the literature review. This clustering process identified key barriers and strategies found in 
destination management and the implementation process of policy.
C) The third phase of the methodology detailed a survey of academics to gain expert 
validation of the literature review and identified if any key barriers to implementing ST policy 
had been missed. Academics who had published on the theme of ST policy and specifically 
those looking at tourism policy implementation are identified. The experts were asked who 
should be responsible for implementing, paying for, monitoring and controlling ST policy.
D) The fourth phase identified two case study destinations which adopted ST policies. To 
gain a ’triangulated’ approach, government staff in charge of implementing ST policies, non­
governmental organisations (NGO) and key industry players were given a questionnaire as well 
as interviewed in the case study destinations. As many attempts as possible were taken to 
make sure illusory commonalities did not exist and case studies were chosen that had the 
following attributes:
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■ Coastal tourism destination
■ Warm climate
■ 3 S tourism was a major contributor to tourism development
■ Mass tourism as key market
■ Tourism is key economic contributor in destination
■ Destination has reached the maturity, stagnation or decline stage of the destination life 
cycle (Butler, 1980)
■ Policy of ST has been implemented to some degree
■ Tourism has been a key component of development
Stakeholders were asked what role they played in the implementation of the tourism policy and 
to identify barriers and alternative approaches to overcome barriers to implementing policy.
E) The fifth stage collated and compared similar and contrasting issues within the data. 
The results were grounded back to the literature review to identify if there were any theories or 
models from other disciplines that might explain the phenomena identified.
F) The final stage confirmed/identified barriers to the policy implementation process 
across all levels of stakeholders and proposed mitigation strategies to overcome these barriers.
1.4 Research Methodology
The first case chosen was Calvia, Mallorca, in Spain as it is often quoted as the most 
successful case study of a mass tourism destination which has implemented a ST policy to 
some degree (Aguilo, Alegre, & Juaneda, (no date), Hunter-Jones, Hughes, Eastwood, & 
Morrison, 1997, Younis, 2000, WTO, 2001, UNEP/ICLEI, 2003, Vera Rebolla & Ivars Baidal, 
2003). The second case study is Malta, as a strategic plan/policy was found that referred to ST 
and a recent carrying capacity study had been undertaken. In addition, Malta has similar factors 
to the Balearic Islands, as both are in the Mediterranean, their main tourist product is sea, sun, 
sand packages dominated by tour operators, tourism developed rapidly during the 1960’s and 
both destinations are facing a loss of tourists and increased competition.
This research is exploratory and both prescriptive and descriptive in nature. It is exploratory 
insofar as it attempts to uncover and explain barriers to effectively implementing ST policies 
though identifying stakeholders in the private sector, NGO and governance roles and identifying 
options for improved ST policy implementation. It engages these stakeholders
5
through questionnaires and interviews and provides information for the possible demonstration 
of case study projects. In addition, this research is prescriptive as it explores what has 
happened with regard to ST policy and its implementation. This research is also descriptive as 
it explains what is currently being done with regards to policy in Calvia and Malta and it 
provides recommendations for the future sustainable development of the tourist industry. Data 
for this project was collected using a multi-method research approach (Sommer & Sommer,
1997), with a combination of primary and secondary data and both qualitative and quantitative 
research techniques including a literature review, questionnaires and stakeholder interviews. 
The research was multi-stage and multi-method as research involved collecting and analysing 
data using a variety of methods in phases where one informed the next sequentially. The 
results of the data were analysed using comparative methods which allowed the author to 
identify themes and conceptual categories to compare and contrast data and build upon 
existing knowledge currently in the field. This research also used a triangulated approach that 
examined multiple stakeholders in tourism (chapter 4, figure 4.1).
1.5 Structure of Dissertation
To explore the dimensions of ST, chapter 2 discusses the history of sustainable development 
and its link to ST. Major thoughts and stages of ST research arguments are explored and the 
main characteristics of the definition are examined. The Theory of the Commons which assists 
the conceptual framework of this thesis is also explored. This chapter concludes with a 
summary of contributors who call for policy to resolve ST issues (see figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1. Thesis structure
Part 1
Conceptual Framework
Introduction
Sustainable Development & Sustainable Tourism 
Policy & Sustainable Tourism Policy
I
Part 2 
Methodology
I
Part 3 
Results & Conclusion
I
Part 4
Supporting Documentation
Appendices
Bibliography
CalviS Findings
Malta Findings
Discussion
Quantitative Findings
Conclusion
Methodology
Identifying Barriers
Academic Validation
Chapter 3 defines tourism policy and ST policy. The chapter looks at the history of policy, in 
particular specific examples of national and destination policies in relation to ST and problems 
associated with policymaking and implementation. The policy-making process, policy 
stakeholders and power struggles and barriers are made clear in this chapter as well as the 
general consensus in the literature that policy needs to be implemented at the destination level. 
Chapter 4 explains the need for a qualitative and quantitative approach to the research, clusters 
barriers and discusses the methodology used. Chapter 5 validates the literature by outlining the 
findings from the academic expert survey and discusses the level of consensus among 
academics. Chapter 6 outlines the background information on the two chosen cases: Calvia 
and Malta. Chapter 7 and 8 summarise the findings from these case studies and the differing 
private sector vs. public sector vs. NGO views on policy implementation barriers and mitigation 
strategies. Chapter 9 considers the quantitative findings and Chapter 10 discusses the overall 
findings and links them back to the literature review and the author’s main arguments. Chapter 
11 presents the conclusions of the study.
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CHAPTER 2 
Sustainable Development and Sustainable Tourism
“Since the idea of converting sun loving mass tourists to frequent Australian alps is not 
the solution, there needs to be a movement to have an influence in a more sustainable 
tourism in the main dimensions of tourism” (Kirstges, 2002:179).
2.0 Introduction
Over 200 different definitions of sustainable development and sustainable tourism have been 
identified and many critiques note it is an ambiguous and idealistic concept. ST has been a 
popular subject with many academic contributions since the 1980’s and multiple authors have 
discussed themes or trends emerging in its development, including debates such as the 
argument between development and conservation (Eber, 1992, Sharpley, 2000) tourism’s place 
within sustainable development (Butler, 1993, Stabler & Goodall, 1996) and the 
operationalisation of the concept of sustainability (Butler, 1998, Clarke, 1999). There are many 
debates about the theory and principles of ST and it is not the purpose of this thesis to offer a 
detailed discussion of definitions, but to examine how the underlying concepts can be 
translated into workable policies to integrate these practices within the context of mass tourism 
coastal resort destinations in general. This chapter first reviews the growth of tourism and its 
impacts, then reviews the existing knowledge base of ST, and finally synthesises the history of 
sustainable development and ST. It also examines sustainable development and its relationship 
to ST. The structure of this chapter has five themes:
1) the varying definitions and interpretations of ST regarding its association with sustainable 
development;
2) the movement from a solely ecological view towards exploration of a triple bottom line, 
namely, social, environmental and economic;
3) the need to explore the concept beyond its immediate disciplinary boundaries to relate to 
and integrate with other industries;
4) the need for the implementation of ST using policy as the framework
5) identification of whose responsibility it is to implement ST
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Various themes have emerged from the development of the ST concept. These will now be 
examined as well as the link to the conceptual framework of this thesis which is known as the 
Tragedy of the Commons.
2.1 Tourism -  its Growth and Effects
Probably the main political and social stimuli and motivations for developing a tourism industry 
derive from its assumed potential to generate employment and economic development (Roche, 
1992 (in Hall, 1994); Edgell, 1995, Fayos-Sola, 1996, Wilkinson, 1997, Puppim de Oliviera, 
2003). Tourism generally produces beneficial economic results but mixed social and 
environmental impacts. Tourism accounts for roughly a tenth of global employment and capital 
formation (World Travel & Tourism Council (WTTC), 2001). Tourism employs approximately 
212 million people worldwide and there was an increase of 1.8 million jobs in 2002 over 2001 
(WTTC, 2002). Tourism arrivals have also grown substantially. In 1950 there were 25 million 
international arrivals and US $2.1 billion in worldwide tourism receipts. This number increased 
to 567 million arrivals in 1995 and US $372 billion in receipts and by January, 2005 worldwide 
arrivals were 760 million people, an increase of 10% over 2004 (WTO, 2005) and worldwide 
receipts were over US $474 billion (2002 figure). The WTO also forecasts that international 
tourism will reach 970 million international arrivals with receipts of US $1.5 trillion by 2010 
(Perez-Salom, 2001).
Tourism has a high multiplier effect and has a significant effect on other industries -  a decline 
of one million dollars in tourism earnings affects about 2-4 times that in generated earnings and 
affects agriculture, food processes, transportation and handicrafts (Edgell, 1999). Tourism 
dollars, especially for a destination dependant on tourism, will result in both the positive and 
negative export of services, economic development (infrastructure, transportation, agriculture) 
and impacts on the local economy.
2.1.1 Impacts of tourism
Although foreign income, employment generation and overall economic development can be 
gained from tourism, many authors have discussed destinations which have experienced 
significant degradation such as Tenerife (McNutt & Oreja-Rodriguez, 1996) the Caribbean
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(Weaver, 2001, Wilkinson, 1989 & 1997), Goa (Singh & Singh, 1999), Pattaya (Wong, 1998),
Kuta (Wong, 1998), Cyprus (Godfrey, 1996, loannides, 1996, Sharpley, 2000), Turkey (Tosun,
2001), Tunisia (Poierer, 1995), and Torremolinos and Mallorca ( Bruce & Cantallops, 1996, 
Vera & Rippin, 1996). Some of the issues and impacts affecting coastal mass tourism areas 
include, but are not limited to:
■ Leakage
■ Government debt to finance development
■ Loss of habitat areas and resources due to development and pollution
■ Decline in biodiversity of species and ecosystems
■ Erosion
■ Loss of natural and architectural heritage in the face of rapid expansion
■ Decline in quantity and quality of water resources
■ Sea, land, noise and air pollution
■ Traffic congestion
■ Rapid decline of traditional pursuits by locals because of a change in habits due to 
tourism
■ Excessive use of natural areas
■ Encroachment of buildings, facilities and roads close to coastline
■ Crowding and pressure on services
■ Displacement of local population
■ Inflation
■ Foreign customs and expectations creating conflicts
(UNEP, 1996, Swarbrooke, 1999, United Nations Commission on Sustainable 
Development (UNCSD), 1999, Agarwal, 2002, McElroy, 2002,)
Over 50 percent of the ecologically richest and most sensitive areas of the European Union are 
coastal areas and it is estimated that coastal tourism related development in the Mediterranean 
could double by 2020 (Coccossis, 1996). In 2000, the population of the Mediterranean was 
estimated at approximately 428 million with 40-50% of the population concentrated in coastal 
areas. This population is expected to double by 2025 with 85% of the population living in 
coastal settlements (UN, 2003). More than 40% of the beaches along the Mediterranean 
coasts of Europe are affected by erosion and one million hectares of wetlands in the past 50 
years have been lost (UN, 2003). Singh & Singh (1999b) note that 75 percent of total pollution 
that enters oceans comes from human activity on land. The UN declares that at peak times a 
ratio of “...up to 130 tourists per inhabitant has been calculated in the most populated coastal 
regions” (UNCSD, 1999:13). Tourism arrivals for the Southern Mediterranean area of Europe 
are now 20% of international arrivals with more than 152 million visitors. Although population 
density has impacts, other effects of degradation are also becoming more apparent as many 
hotels and resorts are built beside sandy beaches, 60% of which are affected by erosion (Bird 
in May, 1991) and many did not have any environmental or social considerations
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in their planning. Mass tourism has often been associated with serious environmental impacts 
(Vera Rebollo & Ivars Baidal, 2003, Malvarez et al., 2003). This 3 S tourism generally attracts 
low quality budget tourism as is the case with many areas mentioned above such as Tenerife, 
Malta and Mallorca.
Based on the growth of coastal mass tourism and its effects, there is a need to consider how 
these regions can be contained, preserved and managed addressing the triple bottom line: 
economic, social and environmental. Containing mass tourism in specific areas can be 
potentially less harmful than diversifying these masses into rural areas, and applying 
sustainability principles and policies to mass tourism development can have more benefits with 
respect to economic environments and can potentially be less harmful to both physical and 
human environments than developing obscure new regions. These more mature destinations 
will need to maintain their attractiveness so as not to enter into the decline stage (Butler, 1980).
2.2 Theme I: Is sustainability needed?
As early as the 1980’s, Krippendorf (1987) wrote about tourism’s role as a potential burden on 
cultures, economies and the environment. Tourism as it relates to sustainability is more than an 
industry and economic activity as it influences the socio-cultural and environmental aspects of 
most countries in the world. Local communities can be transformed, living standards and quality 
of life can be raised by income, new employment and educational opportunities can be gained 
and improved international understanding can all be a result of sustainable and unsustainable 
tourism initiatives (Eber, 1992, Green & Hunter, 1992, Bramwell & Lane, 1993a, Hall & Jenkins, 
1995, Elliot, 1997). The issues that call for more sustainable forms of tourism and tourism 
development arise from the same concerns over general sustainable development. These 
include increased population density, over-development of the built environment, increasing 
dependency of a host community’s economy on tourism, increased use and therefore pollution 
of resources, and degradation or even elimination of the natural environment, competition, 
increased congestion and strains on infrastructure (Wilkinson, 1989, May, 1991, Milne, 1993, 
Wheeler, 1993, Stabler & Goodall, 1996, Filho, 1996). Tourism can also amplify issues 
surrounding or affecting itself such as prostitution, commercialisation, inflation, begging, and 
leakage (Cooper et al., 1998, Butler, 1999, Kirstges, 2002). This analysis could be. compared to
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Butler’s tourist resort life cycle (Butler, 1980), which states that eventually the quality of the 
tourist experience is reduced and a destination’s comparative natural/unique/real advantage is 
lost or reaches a decline (see figure 2.1). Butler points out that tourism is an activity that, 
because of its reliance upon the maintenance of natural environment and natural processes, 
should lend itself toward sustainable development (1993).
Figure 2.1 -  Destination Life Cycle
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2.2.1 What is sustainable development and is it attainable?
The fundamental problem with the actual definition of sustainable development (World Council 
on Economic Development (WCED), 1987) is that many authors have debated about what is 
meant by ‘the needs of the present’ and ‘future generations needs’ (Butler, 1998) and question 
what should actually be sustained? (McCool, Moisey & Nickerson, 2001).
Economic feasibility is one of the most common questions that has arisen out of the 
development of sustainable development. Two principal stances have been taken: the soft and 
the hard approach. The soft approach reflects the economic and industrial approach, that 
accepts that there are environmental considerations but allows for substitution between man 
and the natural environment. Developments in extreme cases are equated with the pursuit of 
contributing to economic growth. The hard approach is advocated by natural scientists and 
conservationists who impose environmental absolutes, i.e. unless otherwise proven, it should 
be assumed that all activity will change the environment (Stabler & Goodall, 1996). These two 
seemingly paradoxical ideas of growth and conservation, concerned with the stewardship of
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natural resources are best outlined by Stabler and Goodall (1996). Their approach is similar to 
McKercher (1993a) and Garrod & Fyall (1998), who discuss developmental (industrial) vs. 
conservation (ecological) perspectives. “Sustainability has been used by both industry and the 
conservation movement to legitimise and justify their existing activities and policies although, in 
many instances, they are mutually exclusive... thus exacerbating rather than resolving 
development/conservation conflicts” (McKercher, 1993a:131).
Some researchers completely dismiss the concept of sustainable development based on 
semantics saying that sustainability means to preserve and protect while development means 
growth; therefore by definition they contradict one another (Wight, 1993, Wall, 1997, Pearce,
1998). Pearce (1992) suggests it is possible by saying that “economic systems impact the 
environment by using resources, emitting waste, changing the aesthetic function of natural and 
built environments and challenging us to alter the global life-support systems on which we 
depend. Therefore, it is feasible but ‘requires a shift in the balance of the way economic 
progress is pursued” (p. xiv, original emphasis) in response to the argument that sustainability 
interferes with economic growth because growth can only be achieved through open markets. 
Pearce (1995) also points out that sustainable development means growth, and growth is not 
necessarily good, but development implies change leading to improvement or progress -  these 
not necessarily having the same meaning.
To further identify and explain ST, it is useful first to look at the subject of this thesis which is 
the sustainable use of tourism resources and barriers to implementation of policy with regard to 
this matter. The theoretical framework which best describes this issue is called the Tragedy of 
the Commons.
2.2.2 Theory of the Commons
In the mid 1800’s, William Forster Lloyd, an Oxford mathematician, wrote about common 
resources and the effects of individual decision-making on society as a whole. The example 
Lloyd used was his examination of the fate of a pasture held in common by a group of 
herdsmen. Herdsmen, acting out of self-interest, added more animals to their flock in the 
commons. As others began to do the same, the commons were overgrazed and became
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useless to everyone. The ability of the commons, with its fixed supply, to support animals was 
finite. The limit (its carrying capacity) was exceeded. Lloyd said that it was inevitable that the 
commons would be exploited to exhaustion and the result would be tragedy. His theory states 
that a resource owned collectively will be destroyed by each individual overusing that resource, 
ignoring the group’s collective interests in favour of their own 
(www.chattooqariver.org/Articles/2002S/Commons.htm).
In Hardin’s 1968 Tragedy of the Commons theory, he examines population growth and its 
effects on the earth’s finite resources. Commons can best be described as any resource held 
collectively by a group of people, all of whom have access and who gain benefit with increasing 
access. Each resource has a maximum amount of use it can support - or carrying capacity. 
Once a resource is being used near its limit, additional use will degrade its value to its current 
users. Users typically enter a cycle of additional use to gain personally as others use the 
resource. Over-exploitation of resources leading to a breakdown or collapse of a natural 
resource base and ecosystem reliance is often termed 'tragedies’ (Brunckhorst & Coop, 2003). 
Since all users tend to behave in this manner, the resource is ultimately doomed. “Ruin is the 
destination toward which all men rush, each pursuing his own best interest in a society that 
believes in the freedom of the commons” (Hardin, 1968:1245).
When analysing common pool resources in a tourism concept, Healy (1994), suggests that 
scenic and historic landscapes and other elements such as beaches are often susceptible to 
overuse because of the lack of “incentive for productivity-enhancing investment" (p. 596). 
Agrawal (2001) reviews Hardin’s 1968 theory and looks at the problems and conditions most 
likely to favour sustainable use of common pool resources. Hardin related the Tragedy of the 
Commons theory to other environmental concerns, such as green/public space and pollution. 
Common spaces such as beaches are usually open to all, without limit. The collective resource 
is overused by individuals concerned with their own interests over the interests of the entire 
group. The experience one may hope for when visiting a beach or park is diminished by the 
vast numbers of other visitors, each hoping for their own unique experience.
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2.2.3 Is ST part of sustainable development?
One prevalent theme in literature is the question of whether the principles of sustainable 
development can be easily transposed for the concept of ST (Inskeep, 1991, Butler, 1993 & 
1999, Bramwell & Lane, 1993a, Mowforth & Munt, 1994, Hunter & Green, 1995, Harrison, 1996, 
Clarke, 1997, Stabler, 1997, Wall, 1997, Sharpley, 2000). Many authors have expanded the 
term sustainable development to ST to intertwine tourism needs. Pointed out by Hardy &
Beeton (2001) and supported all or in part by various other authors (Bramwell & Lane, 1993, 
Butler, 1993, Muller, 1994, Hunter, 1995, Wall, 1997), ST is said to bring about:
■ A healthy economy
■ Well being of local people
■ Protection of resources and nature
■ A healthy culture
■ Optimum guest satisfactions
Muller (1994), however, argues that all elements need to be balanced and that this is 
unrealistic. McKercher (1993) observes that “resolutions that favour the legitimate needs of one 
group will be detrimental to those of another group, threatening its viability and that potentially 
the source of confusion is that ST may be more about sustaining the resource base which 
development depends on rather than sustaining development itself (p. 132) (see table 2.1 for 
multiple definitions).
Table 2.1 -  Sustainable tourism definitions
"Sustainable tourism development guidelines and management practices are applicable to all forms of tourism in 
all types of destinations, including mass tourism and the various niche tourism segments. Sustainability principles 
refer to the environmental, economic and socio-cultural aspects of tourism development, and a suitable balance 
must be established between these three dimensions to guarantee its long-term sustainability... Sustainable 
tourism development requires the informed participation of all relevant stakeholders, as well as strong political 
leadership to ensure wide participation and consensus building. Achieving sustainable tourism is a continuous 
process and it requires constant monitoring of impacts, introducing the necessary preventive and/or corrective 
measures whenever necessary. Sustainable tourism should also maintain a high level of tourist satisfaction and 
ensure a meaningful experience to the tourists, raising their awareness about sustainability issues and promoting 
sustainable tourism practices amongst them." (www.world-tourism.org)
“The optimal use of natural, cultural, social and financial resources for national development on an equitable and 
self - sustaining basis in order to provide a unique visitor experience and an improved quality of life through 
partnerships among all stakeholders.” (Caribbean Tourism Organisation (CTO) Sustainable Tourism Strategy for 
the Caribbean, 1998)
“Sustainable development then is concerned with improvements in the quality of life, emphasising conservation 
and acknowledging that the natural environment is of equal, or even greater, value as capital, labour or land as a 
productive input." (Stabler & Goodall, 1996:172)
In order for tourism to be sustainable it must:
1) Tourism musts be compatible with the conservation of the existing natural environment
2) Tourism must provide a non-declining stream of economic benefits (Driml & Common, 1996:4)
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“Sustainable tourism is a positive approach intended to reduce the tensions and friction created by the complex 
interactions between the tourism industry, visitors, the environment and the communities which are host to 
holiday-makers. It is an approach which involves working for the longer viability and quality of both natural and 
human resources.” (Bramwell & Lane in Colin & Baum, 1994:260)
“Increases the quality of life which can be achieved with less use of non-renewable resources and less stress on 
the environment and people." (Muller, 1994:132)
“Sustainable tourism is a positive approach intended to reduce the tensions and friction created by the complex 
interactions between the tourism industry, visitors, the environment and the communities which are host to 
holiday-makers. It is an approach which involves working for the long-term viability and quality of both natural and 
human resources.” (Bramwell & Lane, 1993:2)
“Tourism which is developed and maintained in an area (community, environment) in such as manner and at such 
a scale that it remains viable over an indefinite period and does not degrade or alter the environment (human and 
physical) in which it exists to such a degree that it prohibits the successful development and wellbeing of other 
activities and processes." (Butler, 1993: 29)
“Sustainable Tourism is tourism and associated infrastructures that: both now and in the future operate within 
natural capacities for the regeneration and future productivity of natural resources; recognise the contribution that 
people and communities, customs and lifestyles, make to the tourism experience; accept that these people must 
have an equitable share in the economic benefit of tourism [and] are guided by the wishes of local people and 
communities in the host areas.” (Eber, 1992:3)
“Meeting the needs of present tourists and host communities, while protecting and enhancing opportunities for the 
future." (Inskeep, 1991:461)
It is also suggested that ST has evolved in isolation from sustainable development and makes it 
difficult to conceptualise concerns of tourism in relation to policy formulation (Wheeler, 1993). 
Other literature suggests that ST must be vitally linked to sustainable development and that ST 
must be set within this larger context as it cannot be separated from the wider debate on 
sustainable development (Milne, 1993, Wheeler, 1993, Hunter, 1995 &1997, Bramwell et al., 
1996, Stabler & Goodall, 1996, Swarbrooke, 1999). This debate has asked whether it is even 
possible to achieve the optimal goal of sustainable development considering all the arguments 
and suggests that perhaps sustainable development should be used more as a reference point 
for ST development in how to apply it in a more holistic, integrated approach. Milne (1993) 
admits that the goals of sustainability may never be met, despite their real value and Sharpley 
(2000) reasoned that sustaining tourism itself may ultimately be the question as there is a 
constant need to pay heed to economic factors. The most recent definition by the WTO (2004) 
is the most comprehensive to date.
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2.3 Theme II: Movement from only environmental considerations towards triple 
bottom line
From the debate over the definition of the concept of ST within the context of sustainable 
development, a new idea emerged and ST was declared no longer just the management of 
land resources or environmental conservation. A new theme emerged that suggested that 
human attitudes and value systems started to become equally important (Butler, 1991, Eber, 
1992, deKadt, 1992, Farrell, 1992, Muller, 1994, Stabler & Goodall, 1996, Farrell, 1999, Plog,
2001). Butler (1993) believed that although some destinations may be considered sustainable 
in terms of their ability to maintain their tourist industry or for their commercial aspects, they 
may not always be thought of as sustainable in an environmental or cultural sense. Whilst 
numerous authors outline the factors which must be considered in sustaining tourism (Bramwell 
& Lane, 1993a&b, Muller, 1994, Forsyth, 1996), many arguments in the literature debate the 
balance over economic, social, and environmental aspects together (Farrell, 1994, Muller, 
1994). Socio-cultural aspects and financial implications are needed in addition to ecological 
aspects in order to offer an integrative approach to the assimilation of people and nature. As 
Hunter and Green (1995) point out (see table 2.2), the natural, cultural and built environments 
are extensive and tourism must rely on a wide range of resources and industries.
Table 2.2
Natural Environment: Air, Water, flora, fauna, soil, natural landscapes (including geological 
features) and climate
Cultural Environment: Values, beliefs, behaviour, moral arts, laws and history of 
communities
Built Environment: Urban fabric and furniture, buildings and monuments, infrastructure, 
human-made parks and open spaces and other elements of the “townscape”
Source: Adapted from Hunter and Green, 1995
On closer analysis, the fundamental principles link to more than just environmental 
conservation of a natural area but also the quality of life of those visiting it, hence introducing a 
social element. In a case study of Nepal, May (1991) illustrates that tourism impacts the 
environment as well as the host community, this latter one in terms of attitudes, values and the 
reliance upon tourist dollars. Conlin & Baum (1994:259) concur, stating “sustainability, if it is to 
be effective, will need to consider the overall ‘environment’ in which tourism development takes 
place, not just the physical environment”.
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lnskeep (1991) confirms that social desires can prove difficult in practice, especially for the 
social aspect as most ST development strategies emphasise community based or collaborative, 
multi-stakeholder planning but the majority of the benefits of tourism come from development, 
therefore it is not equitable to all stakeholders involved. In contradiction, Butcher (1997:29) 
rather harshly declares that ST is not ‘championing’ ‘authentic’ culture in the face of 
commercialisation as this reflects a lack of the expected growth and assumes these societies 
are going nowhere.
2.4 Theme III: Integration into other industries and outside agencies
Some early literature focused on environmental concerns more than social considerations, 
possibly because tourism in some areas is resource based and in others is economically 
driven. Many researchers (Williams & Gill, 1991, McKercher, 1993, Muller, 1994, Harrison, 
1996, Coccossis 1987, Garrod & Fyall, 1998, Sharpley, 2000, Burns & Sancho, 2002 and 
Kirstges, 2002) declare that there is also a lack of synergy within broader agencies and 
industries, thus highlighting the third theme - integration. Hunter (1995) argues that the 
'tourism-centric’ approach relating to only tourism businesses does not conform to all the 
general concerns and requirements of sustainable development. The call for indicators or 
specific measures in tourism planning and strategies that can be implemented and also 
monitored is supported by lnskeep, (1991), Wheeler, (1993), Gunn, (1994), Garrod & Fyall, 
(1998), and Butler, (1999). Tourism has strong linkages with many other economic sectors and 
it is the strength of these linkages which determines the value of the income, output and 
employment multipliers associated with tourism (Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert & Wanhill, 1998). 
Twinning-Ward (1999) declared that “researchers have not looked beyond immediate 
interdisciplinary boundaries and have focused on the capacity of a destination rather than an 
appropriate type of development based on the resources in an area” (p. 188, original 
emphasis). Manning (1999) noted the lack of social policy considerations when he refers to the 
host community: “While tourism policy may be an important source of economic benefit, 
continuing leakage of foreign exchange can greatly reduce net benefits to host nations” (p. 2). 
ST development is about making all tourism more compatible with the needs and resources of 
a destination area. Tourism is not an individual or autonomous area, it is fragmented. Tourism
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essentially competes against other industries for the same resource base and it is imperative 
that tourism integrates itself within the larger context of development.
There has also been a proliferation of literature discussing the merits of ecotourism, alternative 
tourism, benefits of community and local stakeholder approaches, and small scale development 
(Steele, 1995, Weaver, 1998, Fennell, 1999, Honey, 1999, Cooper et al., 1998, Boo, 1992). 
Wheeler (1991) supported by Clark (1997) claims that a convergence has developed and that 
now sustainability is a goal that is applicable to all forms of tourism, regardless of scale.
Kirstges (2002) is opposed to many authors’ calls for alternative forms of tourism development 
declaring that the idea of converting sun loving mass tourists to frequent the Austrian Alps is 
not the solution. She says there needs to be a movement to influence a more ST within the 
main dimensions of tourism (Butler, 1999, Wight, 1993, Hunter, 1995). Although soft 
(Krippendorf, 1982), eco (Boo, 1990) and other forms of tourism, exist, mass tourism still 
remains predominant (WTO et al., 1995). To be sustainable, all tourism needs to take into 
account a holistic and comprehensive approach that balances tourism development with other 
activities.
2.5 Theme IV: Need for implementation - policy as a way forward
The fourth theme looks at the practicality of ST and the declared need for policy to achieve ST 
in practice. Many authors have questioned the feasibility of ST in practice (Wheeler, 1993, 
Bramwell & Lane, 1993, Harrison, 1996, Clarke, 1997, Stabler, 1997, Butler, 1998, Garrod & 
Fyall, 1998, Sharpley, 2000, loannides & Halcolmb, 2001 & 2003). Their criticisms include 
confusion over growth and sustainability, the question of scale (class, local, regional, national, 
global, etc.) and the development of indicators (Hunter, 1997). The need for integrated ST is 
ever present as economic and environmental forces clash to create social conflicts and industry 
inefficiencies (Joppe, 1994, Bowe & Rolle 1998, Manning, 1999, Ritchie, 1999).
To date, organisations and associations have adopted a wide range of codes of conduct or 
guidelines (World Wildlife Fund (WWF) & Tourism Concern, 1992, British Tourist Authority 
(BTA), 1999, WTO, WTTC) and most governments have subscribed to the principles of ST, 
though there are extremely few policies with specific policy objectives relating to ST (see
19
chapter 3 for more detail). Some technical codes or guidelines are now appearing such as 
Green Globe, and those of International Hotel Environmental Initiative (IHEI) and Fairmont 
Hotels & Resorts and there appears to be a current notion in larger organisations that 
responsible businesses will achieve “lower costs, higher revenues, improved reputations and 
lower risks -  ultimately benefiting shareholder value” (Cowe & Porritt, 2002:6). There are a 
number of broad guidelines and international agreements which are generally endorsed as they 
are attractive because they are generally logically appealing and non-technical. However, it is 
rare that these internationally adopted policies are implemented at a destination level. Garrod & 
Fyall (1998) suggest that perhaps their simplicity is also their greatest weakness as it is often 
left to interpretation what exactly needs to be done to follow each principle, which leads to 
confusion of adopting or implementing appropriate policies for sustainable, economically viable 
tourism. These authors ascertain that perhaps the amount of literature dedicated to ST and the 
number of papers, code of ethics and guidelines has only served to trivialise issues and what is 
needed for the future is to define the conditions required to achieve ST in practice through 
practical policies and guidelines. Although many academics call for such policies, there is a lack 
of literature about ST tourism policy, let alone ST policy implementation.
The widespread lack of adoption of the relatively few sustainability policies could be linked to 
company complacency, perceived cost or general lack of knowledge (Stabler & Goodall, 1997). 
Hunter (1995) declares that the ‘operationalisation of ST development is fraught with difficulties’ 
and Wheeler (1993) suggests that current role-models of ST are possibly only examples of 
good tourism practice and not necessarily suitable practices to adopt. Manning (1999), who 
developed indicators for ST for the WTO, stated that most indicators are case specific and that 
they define a more holistic approach to planning and management. That said, ST strategies in 
practice tend to focus almost exclusively on localised, relatively small-scale development 
projects which ‘rarely transcend past local or state boundaries or into any other industry 
sectors’ (Sharpley, 2000:9). There are now multiple organisations within the industry dedicated 
to the concept of sustainability (IHEI, WTO, ICLEI, UNEP, WTTC), however, there is relatively 
little evidence of government contribution in terms of action vs. intention, with a notable 
exception being the recent work of Twinning-Ward (2002) in Samoa and this thesis’ focus on 
Calvia and Malta.
20
2.6 Theme V: Who will implement sustainable tourism?
There are common threads in the concept and belief that detrimental impacts of development 
can be minimised through the creation of ST policy or legislation. This theme argues that policy 
should encompass social and cultural dimensions, environmental and economic factors for both 
production and consumption patterns. Many authors support the notion that responsibility in 
terms of ST legislation and policies lies with government (DeKadt, 1992, Muller, 1994, Hunter, 
1995 & 1997, Driml & Common, 1996, Harrison, 1996, Stabler & Goodall, 1997, Farrell, 1999, 
Miller, 2001, Wight, 2002).
lnskeep (1991), Krippendorf (1987), UN (1999) and UNEP/ICLEI, (2003) propose practical 
steps which could be taken by industry, planners and tourists. Mathieson and Wall (1982) and 
Butler (1999) believed that ST is the responsibility of all stakeholders, while Hughes (1995) 
argued that it is a responsibility that must be developed in conjunction with community 
partnership and public participation. Hunter (1995) argued that such a strategic planning 
framework “is the responsibility of local and national governments, and not of private and public 
organisations... working within the tourism (or any other) sector” (p. 164). Stabler & Goodall, 
(1996) suggest “a more called for integrative approach implies the development of responsibility 
down to the local level counters current trends towards greater central government control in 
individual states or within the larger European Union” (p. 171).
The bulk of literature which exists around the topic of ST policy implementation has dealt with 
environmental matters and is often vague (Hunter & Green, 1995). The few policies that relate 
to ST are also vague or good intentions rather than actions. There are policy examples such as 
the English Tourist Board (1991), Douglas Shire Council (1997), Alberta Government (1998) 
and the Queensland Ecotourism Policy (2002) which have many redeemable qualities although, 
as mentioned earlier, they are often ambiguous and non specific in their measurable objectives 
as they are too broad to apply to specific destinations. May (1991) declare that policy 
formulation, not just economic development, should provide lasting opportunities to regions and 
countries rather than just long term solutions. DeKadt (1992) offers the solution that policy 
makers can provide sustainability by constantly striving to make the conventional more 
sustainable. Multiple researchers (Hall & Jenkins, 1995, Stabler & Goodall, 1996, Hunter 1997
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& 1995, Hall, 1999, Hall, 2000) offer the suggestion that both government and industry are 
responsible for implementing ST, however both the tourism industry and governments need to 
be made aware of the advantages of enrolling in this ideal. Sustainability, therefore, requires a 
holistic, integrated approach which needs to adapt to all stakeholder needs.
2.7 Conclusion
In 1992, the United Nations Conference in Rio de Janeiro identified the travel and tourism 
industry as one of the five main ones in need of achieving sustainable development. 
Considering its global importance and potential for incorporating the principles of sustainable 
development into business, travel and tourism has become one of the service industries most 
targeted by researchers and practitioners. With regard to ST, there has been a plethora of 
thought about the subject. Butler (1991), Hunter (1995) and Clarke (1997) conceptualised the 
issue while, Eber (1992), and lnskeep (1991) endorsed it. The concept of ST is not value free 
and it is not a single unified perspective (Bramwell, Henry, Jackson, Van der Straaten, 1996). 
Instead, it is a concept which has a variety of competing principles. Some authors 
acknowledged that ST has come to mean many things to many different people (McKercher, 
1993, Hunter,1995, Garrod & Fyall, 1998) and there is "’considerable disagreement over 
sustainability and where the borders exist” (Miller, 2001:361). Although ambiguous in its 
definition, most researchers and stakeholders agree that tourism needs to become more 
sustainable if the industry is to move forward and benefit both locals and tourists, however, 
some say that moving towards sustainability does not necessarily denote a ST industry (Eber, 
1992, Mathieson & Wall, 1992, Valentine, 1992, Harrison, 1996). Although there has been 
much support for ST, some authors allude to sustainable forms of tourism as small scale, local, 
bottom-up and grassroots (Sharpley, 2003) and traditional mass tourism has been excluded 
from this definition by its sheer size. The discussions over definition have now moved from 
small scale to large scale positions and to the possibility that mass tourism could be made 
‘more’ sustainable (Wheeler, 1991, Clark, 1997). This has recently been confirmed at a global 
level as the WTO new concepts and definitions for ST ‘are applicable to all forms of tourism in 
all types of destinations, including mass tourism’ (www.world-tourism.org -  definition of 
sustainable tourism). Over the past two decades, the meanings and interpretations of ST have
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changed because the concept and even the definition have evolved over time (McKercher, 
1993a, McCool et al., 2001). What is important to note is that these definitions affect the 
application of the terms sustainable, development and tourism. It is constructive that 
researchers have taken the time to consider the theoretical issues behind the concept, but 
possibly one of the problems in defining ST is that it relies on the values, ideologies and ethics 
that differ with every interpreter or stakeholder perception. Sustainability therefore is perhaps 
not a technical definition but a concept relative to ethical and value perspectives. What is 
generally agreed upon is that ST is a beginning point or a process and is a long term goal 
which needs to be recognised in two different time frames -  present and future (Butler, 1991, 
1993, Hunter & Green, 1995, Forsyth, 1996). Another common agreement is that there is 
general confusion over the relationship between ST and sustainable development but that any 
action towards the goal of sustainability is positive and is an achievement over the past 20 
years, no matter how small it may seem (UNCSD, 1999). In general, it is agreed that tourism 
needs to protect the very resources upon which it depends and that policy is a way to attain this 
(McElroy, & Albuquerque, 1998, Priestley & Mundet, 1998, Sharpley, 2000, Andriotis, 2001, 
Caffyn & Jobbins, 2003, Malvarez et al., 2003, Bianchi, 2004). This notion associates with 
Hardin’s 1968 Tragedy of the Commons which says that resources often degrade because 
resources owned collectively will be destroyed by each individual overusing that resource, 
ignoring the group’s collective interests in favour of their own. To achieve sustainability, tourism 
must look at existing major problems in the industry rather than just concentrating on minor new 
developments (Wheeler, 1993, Butler, 1998) and must be holistic and integrated in its 
approach.
In all writings on ST, a fairly consistent set of criteria or principles define the conditions for its 
achievement:
■ Protect and conserve resources
■ Use a multi-stakeholder approach
■ Be environmentally responsible
■ Maintain the well-being and involvement of the local population or host community
■ Have economic benefit
■ Have a long-term view
■ Be equitable
■ Have a triple bottom line approach
■ Government must play a leadership role (e.g. impose a ‘greater good’ approach)
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For tourism to be more sustainable, it requires a holistic, integrated perspective that takes into 
account all the industries and resources upon which tourism relies. Mass tourism will continue 
with or without alternative/eco/green/responsible tourism, therefore policies pertaining to 
environmental and social criteria as well as economic growth are needed. The criteria 
recognised to make tourism more sustainable have led to the call for government intervention in 
the form of ST policies. The following chapter will examine the history and development of ST 
policies and their barriers.
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CHAPTER 3 
Tourism Policy
“Despite the acceptance of sustainable tourism as a desired alternative to more 
predatory modes of development, a gap commonly exists between policy endorsement 
and policy implementation” (Pigram, 1990:2)
3.0 Introduction
The past twenty years of tourism development have contributed multiple examples of 
unsustainable development and the conclusion has been that appropriate policy and its 
implementation are what are needed to make tourism more sustainable (Asher, 1984, Edgell, 
1999). Even though tourism is important from an economic point of view, and a number of 
authors (Hall, 1994, Hall & Jenkins, 1995, Elliott, 1997, Caffyn & Jobbins, 2003), have 
investigated levels of power, control and ownership of tourism and how political systems have 
influenced decision making, it is relatively neglected as an important economic policy issue and 
there are few studies of tourism policy implementation (Hall, 1994). Several authors (Jenkins, 
1980, Richter, 1989, Younis, 1990, Choy, 1991, Dye, 1992, Johnson & Thomas, 1992, Hall, 
1994, Gunn, 1994, Edgell, 1995, Hall & Jenkins, 1995, Elliot, 1997, Williams & Shaw, 1998) 
have noted their scepticism of government and the intended consequences and impact of 
government policies. Some authors (Hall, 1994, lnskeep, 1994, Elliot, 1997) provide case study 
examples of policy, however most of these showcase preliminary policies which have not been 
monitored or are examples of failure. The evaluation of tourism policy is rare and even rarer is 
recommendations to change or augment systems to make them work and be more 
accountable. Most studies of policy within the frame of tourism have been normative 
prescriptive studies of what governments should do rather than detailed examinations of what 
has happened and why. The majority of studies of tourism policy have been an analysis for 
policy rather than an analysis of policy (Edgell, 1991). This lack of research in tourism policy 
could be attributed to the lack of recognition of tourism in political agendas and that it is multi­
faceted and fragmented (Richter, 1989, Hall, 1994). “Unfortunately, the contemporary 
discussion of tourism policy development has failed to illustrate the political dimensions of
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tourism policy action or implementation of policies in the form of specific tourism developments" 
(Hall, 1994:47).
This chapter outlines the nature of the policy making process and its political and power 
dimensions. First the history and evolution of policy and ST policy will be discussed, followed by 
the different sectors which are involved in the policy-making process and how policy is 
formulated. Special attention is then directed at the conflicts and problems in policy 
implementation as this thesis attempts to identify the elements determining why policy is not 
implemented successfully in practice. Lastly this chapter briefly highlights a few theories from 
other disciplines which are analysed in the discussion chapter that explains the policy process.
3.1 Definitions of policy
A popular definition of public policy is that of Dye (1992:2 in Hall, 2000) who declare it ‘is 
whatever governments chose to do or not do’. Healey (1975) suggests that policy may be 
regarded as the strategy in which objectives are pursued (in Hall & Jenkins, 1995). Anderson 
(1984:3 in Elliot, 1997) defines policy as “a purposive course of action followed by an actor or 
set of actions in dealing with a problem or matter of concern”. With regard to a destination, 
Goeldner, Ritchie & McIntosh, (2000) define policy as “a set of regulations, rules, guidelines, 
directives and development/promotion objectives and strategies that provide a framework within 
which the collective and individual decisions directly affecting tourism development and the 
daily activities within a destination are taken" (p. 1). Public policy and politics are fundamentally 
linked, due to politics being about who will get what, where and how and “politics is essentially 
about power” (Hall, 1994:13). Policy with respect to tourism generally is linked to economic 
factors and the growth and formulation of policies relating to tourism can be tracked over time 
to show this trend.
3.2 History of policy and sustainable tourism policy
Most tourism policies came about after World War II (WWII) when tourism was seized upon as 
a prime tool for economic development and a potential source for quickly earning badly needed 
foreign exchange (Hall, 1994, Elliot, 1997, Pridham, 1999). Pridham outlines the main thrust of
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policies to date, however, policies to counter competitive decline and risk aversion due to 
unsustainable development are not adequately addressed. Tourism policy initiatives can 
include marketing strategies, taxation structure, incentives/grant schemes, legislation 
(employment, investment, repatriation of profits), external and internal transport systems and 
organisations, education/training and manpower programmes. Tourism has been used as a 
prime tool for economic development as it provided fresh dollars and access to a population 
who had the economic means to travel. Tourism policies since World War II can be divided into 
three phases:
1. Post-war dismantling of commercial and monetary regulations inhibiting travel
2. Active promotion of tourism from the 1950’s as a potential source of income
3. A concern with problems of tourism supply and the link with regional development
(Pridham, 1999:105)
European countries began to establish tourism policies in the late 1940’s and 50’s and the 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) came up with a policy soon 
after, that was seen as an international economic model for growth and marketing (Lickorish, 
1991). In 1963, a United Nations conference on International Travel and Tourism highlighted 
the role of tourism in economic development and improving international relations. Another 
fundamental recognition of tourism policy was in the USA after a completed study in 1958 when 
a special assistant to the President (Randall), identified some policy implications of international 
tourism and its gap in tourism/barriers to international trade. Randall’s report, International 
Travel m s  key in the development which led to the International Travel Act of 1961 and the 
creation of the United States Travel Service (USTS) (Edgell, 1997). In the late 1970’s the U.S. 
Senate undertook a national tourism policy study whose purpose was to develop legislation and 
other recommendations to make the federal role in tourism more effective and respond not only 
to the national interests of tourism but also the needs of the private and public sectors of the 
industry (Edgell, 1999:10). The National Tourism P o licyA c tm s  passed in 1981. It refined the 
national interest in policy in the USA and created the U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration 
(USTTA). This, for the most part placed emphasis on the economic dimension of tourism. The 
UK, although having a large economic focus on tourism development, split its government 
departments into separate regional agencies because of changes in legislation and government 
support (Hall, 2000). For the greater part of the post-war period, growth, change and economic 
development were unchallenged and accepted and it was not until the 1960’s that this attitude
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began to change. Environmentalists including Friends of the Earth (FOE) and Greenpeace, 
mainly led this questioning and started a protest movement (Bramwell & Lane, 1993).
3.2.1 Policy agendas -  Post 1970
Within and outside the USA, tourism policy was beneficial for gaining recognition for tourism in
a broad sense; however the social, environmental, political and economic implications were yet
to be realised. In the early 1970’s, the publication Limits to Growth (Meadows et al.,1972)
debated the capacity of the earth’s natural systems to continue to provide resources and
absorb pollutants (Meadows et al, 1972). Limits to Growth predicted that population growth and
improvements in living standards would face physical constraints within the next century. Some
reports, many with multiple agendas such as the NEDO report in 1972, or the Quest fora
European Tourism Policy by the Club de Bruxelles (1997), all called for policy development to
be a crucial feature for the industry’s survival:
“the existence of an explicit national tourism policy would do much to help and guide 
the actions of those concerned at national, regional and local levels with the 
department of tourism and hotel activities” (NEDO Report, ‘Hotel prospects to 1980’ in 
Middleton, 1974:24).
Lickorish (1991:179) suggested that tourism was treated simply as a 'useful secondary 
economic force to bolster other aspects of government policy’, therefore possibly creating a 
lack of interest in tourism policy itself. The development of tourism policy became more 
recognised when international trade barriers adversely affected the competition structure of the 
international travel market, both qualitatively and quantitatively and soon there was a need for 
policy guidance to ensure that the future growth of tourism allowed for a balanced tourism 
experience. The OECD in 1979 undertook a study to analyse obstacles to trade and in 1984, 
the OECD and other organisations such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) also looked 
at restrictions based on policy. According to Edgell (1995) an important manifestation for 
tourism was the implementation of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The 
GATT was signed in 1993 and was the first multilateral enforceable agreement to cover trade in 
the tourism sectors.
From the period of 1980-1995, many tourism organisations took a more commercial outlook, 
possibly because of times of recession (rising unemployment -  with tourism seen as a key 
factor in generating employment (Wilkinson, 1997). Tourist organisations were focused on
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maximising visitor numbers and economic benefits rather than addressing any social or 
environmental effects of tourism in policy. Hall & Jenkins (1995) suggest that this could be due 
to national tourism organisations being managed more like private organisations (board of 
directors and advisory boards comprised of tourism industry members) than government 
departments with a broader sense of public service and public good. In addition, reduced 
national government funding and a changing global economy increased pressures on the local 
or state level to create employment opportunities, attract investment and generate income.
The focus on sustainability (although not mentioning the term specifically) came in 1980 when 
the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) produced a World Conservation 
Strategy. The strategy recognised the challenge of integrating development and environment; 
however it did not have the message that this was possible (Pearce, 1992). The actual term 
‘sustainable development’ arose out of the 1987 report, ‘Our Common Future', created by the 
WCED. The commission was chaired by Norwegian Prime-Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland and 
the report commonly became known as the Brundtland Report. The report defined sustainable 
development as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987:43). It is often advocated 
that it was the Brundtland Commission and other reports since then that launched 
environmental issues onto the global agenda (Murphy, 1994). Since the Brundtland Report, 
numerous policy documents and conferences have looked at sustainable development (see 
appendix A), but the most wide-reaching of these was the WCED Earth Summit held in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992. This summit put forth the declaration on Environment and Development, 
convention on climate change and biological diversity and the creation o f Local Agenda 21 
(which put forth ideas for participatory, local government involvement to achieve sustainability). 
The declaration in Rio laid the foundation for the adoption of sustainable development 
principles worldwide and 182 governments adopted the agenda (Beaumont, Pederson & 
Whitaker, 1993). Within ST, Rio generated the idea for Green Globe which is a worldwide 
benchmarking and certification program which facilitates sustainable travel and tourism for 
consumers, companies and communities. There was also a Green Globe 1992 Conference in 
Canada that examined strategies for ST by government, academic and private industry 
(Fennell, 1999). During the rest of the 1990’s, the international community took steps to 
recognise the need for a new type of tourism development model which included more 
sustainable forms of tourism (5th Environmental Action Plan (1993), European Community (EC)-
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The Role o f the Union in the Field o f Tourism' (1995), Lanzarote Charter for Sustainable 
Tourism, 1995, EU, 2001 - see appendix A). Although it seems like there are numerous 
policies, there are few which actually outline specific measurable targets, as most tourism 
policies were driven by economics and divorced from environmental and social costs, although 
there was a raised awareness by destinations in mature stages of development that 
conservation and social issues could be an issue as many communities were economically 
dependant on tourism (Holden, 2003). Ten years after a multitude of declarations, Rio + 10, 
WCED’s World Summit on Sustainable Development m s  held in South Africa. Two decisive 
factors came out of this summit: first, that there had been enormous progress from the 
widespread ignorance often years previous and second, that the boundaries between business 
and government responsibilities had blurred and needed to be redefined (Cowe & Porritt,
2002). Little was mentioned about tourism (only paragraph 45) although there was a 
Responsible Tourism conference held at the same time as the Rio +10 meeting. These 
meetings link back to the Tragedy of the Commons theory in that summits may have led 
participants to realise that tourism resources are like ‘commons’ and will be depleted out of self 
interest unless the collective interest is put first. These agreements and declarations have been 
widely accepted by many governments and international bodies, however, there seem to be 
few examples which show them being put into practice, perhaps because the overall scope of 
sustainability must be dealt with on a smaller scale on a lower, more local level through the land 
use planning system or perhaps because, in reality, that there seems to be ‘no technical 
solution to the problem’ (Hardin, 1968:1243).
3.2.2 National and local level policies relating to sustainable tourism
Ecotourism (as noted in chapter 2) looks at protecting and conserving natural and cultural 
resources through low impact small scale travel, mainly to natural areas. On a national level, 
Brazil, Belize, Costa Rica and Ecuador are among the countries which have initiated the 
process of creating national ecotourism strategies (Ayala, 1995). However, most do not refer to 
the broader context of ST or mass tourism (Pigram, 1990, Hall, 1994). There are also a number 
of national tourism plans which highlight issues or goals for sustainability. Ecologically 
sustainable development has become an important parameter for Australian public policy. 
Australia’s National Tourism Policy in 1988 had four principal goals: economic, social, 
environmental and support (planning and research), however, Craik (1990) and Hall (1994)
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argue economic goals are usually given higher priority if only because of national economic 
necessity.
Spain’s’ Ministry of Industry, Commerce and Tourism formed a plan that did take into account 
social, economic and environmental improvements, possibly because of loss of 
competitiveness of Spanish tourism in 1992. Futures (Secretaria General de Turismo) “led to 
the recognition of the important role of territory and environment together with the need for 
spatial restructuring” (Vera & Rippin, 1996:130). The plan was elaborated upon by autonomous 
regional governments with the collaboration of social agents involved in tourism development, 
recognising that “product diversification and product upgrading become key objectives with the 
overall objective of achieving sustainability of a tourist area, defined in terms of commercial 
success, continuous demand and environmental protection” (Vera & Rippin, 1996:130).
Spain’s Plan d’Excellencia has referred more to quality management than local implementation 
projects as Spain’s tourism is governed by separate autonomous regions and is difficult to 
manage at the national level.
The effects from tourism development in the Caribbean can be attributed to the unsustainable 
historical development (Weaver, 2001) as many islands ignored policies for sustainability.
These effects have been the source of many conferences and papers, including the Regional 
Sustainable Tourism Policy Framework written in 2000 (McHardy, 2000), and although it is a 
popular discussion topic, the Caribbean has yet to successfully implement the regional plans.
Policies in the South Pacific or elsewhere such as the Solomon Islands Policy and Maldives 
Policy are perhaps window dressing as little has been achieved. For example, the 1989 
Solomon Islands Policy’s aim was to develop and promote ecotourism. Their National Tourism 
Policy stated that “a relatively moderate rate of development will be followed to minimise 
disruptive and harmful socio-economic, cultural and environmental impacts” (Solomon Islands 
Government, 1989 in Hall: 1994:38). Although laid out in the policy document, many traditional 
landowners remain uneasy about the social and economic effects of tourism. The Tourism 
Council of the South Pacific believed that the lack of uptake lay with indigenous communities 
rather than tourism perse (Hall, 1994).
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The Maldives has a National Sustainable Tourism Law No 2/99 -  National Environmental 
Action Plan (NEAP), which details guidelines for location and construction of coastal tourism 
resorts (UN: 2003a). NEAP was developed in 1996 for a six year period to ensure 
environmental protection and sustainable development. The law detailed such measures as 
leasing land for tourism development, allocating maximum build (20% with 80% open land) and 
height, tree replacement and prohibition of coral and sand mining for construction. The 
government also implemented the resort island concept (to protect the mainly Muslim 
population) where tourism is concentrated on private islands where there is less host-guest 
interaction (Domroes, 2001). The plan in some ways addressed ST development, however, the 
level of tourists rose from 1,100 in 1972 to 280,000 in 1994 and to 466,000 in 2000 (UN, 2003a: 
113), thus addressing the issues of sustainable development of tourism resorts but not the 
issues of potential mass tourism and its effects.
Sustainability within policy is deemed necessary to be implemented at a local level (Elliot, 1997, 
Godfrey, 1998, Meetham, 1998, UNEP/ICLEI, 2003). Although in theory this should work and 
specific policy measures exist, often little is achieved in practice. Such is the case with 
Torrevieja, Spain which can be seen to have a contradictory approach. The population of 
Torrevieja went from a stable population of 9,200 inhabitants in 1960 to over 70,000 in 2001 
with a seasonal population as high as 400,000 in August. Torrevieja put in place natural areas 
management and initiated cultural events. However, the related long-term management of the 
negative effects on infrastructure such as rapid uncontrolled growth and its impacts (e.g., urban 
sprawl, numbers of high rises along beach front and pollution) were neglected (Vera Rebolla & 
Vars Baidal, 2003).
Crete in Greece has also attempted some ST policies. These were directed at protecting and 
restoring the environment - Law 1892 and environmental conservation -  Laws 2160 & 2234. 
Policies on a regional and national level in Greece are moving towards a ‘greener’ approach, 
however there is still a disconnect between ecotourism and nature tourism as a separate idea 
from mass tourism and sustainability measures which focus on sustaining tourism as a whole. 
“Past evidence has shown that although many plans have been designed for the island, most 
were not implemented” (Andriotis, 2001:312).
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One of the major issues with sustainability is a perception that it draws upon apparently 
contradictory positions in terms of political philosophy. In many cases, ST policies give the 
appearance of significant change in attitude while in reality making little impact on underlying 
trends and institutional structures (Dovers & Handmer, 1993 in MacLellan, 1997, Bianchi,
2004). In the coastal regions of the Aegean, physical land use planning and development 
guidelines were prepared but not controlled in their implementation (Tosun, 2001). Goa’s 
Tourism Master Plan (Singh & Singh, 1999), which endorsed soft tourism and community 
based development, was not implemented, the ‘no development zone’ was violated and the 
conservation line (a 50 metre setback) was ignored in tapping underground water. The level of 
coordination among governments was also weak. The Goa Regional Plan in 2001 was 
amended to suit the economic needs of the tourism industry and dismissed the Coastal 
Regulation Zone established in 1999 which prohibited and regulated activities along coastal 
stretches of sea, bay, rivers and estuaries. In general, policies do not plan for mass tourism nor 
differentiate between package and independent travel. Instead, policies promote the spatial 
element of tourism to destinations previously untouched by the mass market (Hunter & Jones et 
al, 1997).
An example of lack of planning for mass tourism can be seen in Thailand. The 1960’s and 
1970’s were a boom period for Thailand, especially with respect to coastal destinations.
Pattaya, with its close proximity to Bangkok, developed quickly with little or no planning or 
sustainability measures. It is the region’s most intensely developed coastal resort and its image 
is closely associated with a 300 meter stretch of bars, nightclubs and massage parlours (Wong,
1998). As it became more popular, environmental degradation increased, wetlands were filled 
in or converted to open sewers, the sea and beach became polluted with waste water and 
many of the coral reefs were removed or destroyed by marine activity. To rejuvenate itself as a 
destination, the resort installed a waste-water treatment plant to reduce water pollution, and 
worked towards beach improvement, landscaping and re-nourishment and land reclamation. 
These plans have also been shared with other destinations in Thailand, such as Phuket and 
Koh Samui, which are facing similar degradation problems and the plans have been integrated 
into the larger management framework for the area. These rejuvenation efforts come after 
visitor numbers declined and the local community became frustrated. As these destinations rely 
almost entirely upon tourism, sustainability measures were introduced to try to upgrade the 
destination and regain market share. Although these examples suggest ST adoption, it should
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be questioned whether they were implemented more as risk aversion or competitive 
management techniques, than as a conscious effort to be more sustainable?
3.3 Policy power dynamics
A key issue in policy formulation is identifying who the main power holders are and what role 
the private and public sector play in the management of tourism. Overall the various 
organisations, interest groups, bureaucrats, government agencies and individuals involved 
provide challenges to consensual decision-making, due to their scope and breadth of 
intervention and control. Policies are needed to determine and control principles of public 
interest, public service, effectiveness, efficiency and accountability (Elliot, 1997) but there 
remains an outstanding question of whether current policies meet these goals. A problem in 
the policy-making process is determining what the appropriate role between the interest groups, 
organisations and government should be. The following (figure 3.1) outlines the main players in 
the policy-making process.
Figure 3.1 -  Players in the policy process (author’s diagram)
Ritchie (1999) discusses the difficult task of consensus and ownership for policy making. Due to 
the numbers and diversity of stakeholders involved in a destination’s vision for tourism, the 
value systems brought to the process can vary dramatically even ‘to the point of being 
diametrically opposed’ (p. 381). As such, the task of reaching a consensus and obtaining 
endorsement of the destination vision is often challenging. Colebatch (1998) recognises that
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policy work takes place across organisational boundaries as well as within them and that there 
are horizontal as well as vertical dimensions of policy (see figure 3.2).
Figure 3.2 - The vertical and horizontal dimensions of policy (Colebatch 1998:38)
According to Colebatch (1998) ‘politics’ is a concept very close to ‘policy’ (p. 72) although an 
alternative to policy is management, which is mainly used by the private sector, and there has 
been difficulty in defining the difference between policy-making and management within the 
stages of government activity. Colebatch’s diagram seeks to explain both the horizontal and 
vertical dimensions of policy. Hall (1999) also agrees with the explanation of vertical and 
horizontal levels explaining that “coordination for tourism occurs both horizontally, e.g., between 
different government agencies which may have responsibilities for various tourism-related 
activities at the same level of governance (i.e., national parks, tourism promotion, transport), 
and vertically, e.g., between different levels of government (local, regional, provincial, national) 
within an administrative and policy system” (p. 277). The following section examines the 
relationship among policy participants on the horizontal level and their respective vertical roles 
if applicable.
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3.4. Policy stakeholders
Many different groups make up part of the policy-making community, and power is a key 
element in understanding how decisions are made and how they affect tourism policy. Lack of a 
single central authority can lead to confusion in roles. It is necessary to define who the central 
power authority is and to determine what its values, interests and institutional relationships are. 
Due to the difficulty of deciding who is to manage and implement policy, it is necessary for one 
to understand the complexity of it and also balance conflicting objectives. Public policies are 
value based, and this must be acknowledged when understanding tourism policy-making, e.g., 
to develop a national park vs. to allow mining may represent the dominance of environmental 
concerns over economic values (Hall & Jenkins, 1995) and these values can be affected by 
changes in government or macro ideologies. Establishing clear policy guidelines is often seen 
as maximising economic benefit and can be used as a rationalisation for longer term planning 
by governments.
3.4.1 The Public Sector;
One reason for the need of government is that tourism is a fragile industry. Tourism is 
vulnerable and can easily be affected by changes in public policy, public perceptions and 
external factors such as natural disasters or political events (e.g., war). In addition to these 
factors, problems are caused by mass tourism and the seasonality of tourism. Most 
governments have some influence on the political stability, security, legal and financial 
framework which tourism requires (Elliot, 1997). Greenwood (1992) observe that other 
economic considerations have led to public sector involvement in tourism, including the 
improvement in the balance of payments, diversification of the national economy, increased 
public revenue and the fostering of regional development. Hall & Page (2002) suggest there are 
four main reasons why governments get involved in tourism: to further political objectives by 
promoting the development of tourism in order to broaden the political acceptance of a 
government; to control the development process associated with tourism; to protect the public 
interest and the interests of minorities; and to further political ideology (p. 118). Joppe (1994) 
also adds that there is a large focus on job creation and economics and noted that in the UK, 
responsibility for tourism was transferred from the Department of Trade and Industry to the 
Department of Employment.
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It is only recently in government systems that tourism has been seen to affect a wider spectrum
and interest other industries (see chapter 2). Tourism public policies are intertwined in an
ongoing process and it has become increasingly evident that governments struggle to
comprehend the tourism industry, its impacts and how they can intervene (Pearce, 1992) (e.g.
recent foot and mouth disease in the UK). The different levels of government -  local, regional or
state and national -  are either active or passive in tourism management and can assist tourism
through the provision of service and through controlling the industry to ensure activities and
standards are maintained in the public interest. Governments can exercise control over the
conditions under which tourists are admitted to a country and they can influence the
development of tourism in a specific area, set the conditions for investment and access,
determine foreign enterprise concessions and legislate access (leases vs. freehold). It seems
that it is often only in small islands or states which depend heavily on tourism for their economic
welfare that governments have a large and active role, as illustrated in Bermuda, Malta, the
Balearic Islands, Tasmania and the South Pacific where the majority of GDP and foreign
exchange is generated through tourism. As Richter (1984) declares, government can often play
a major role in providing infrastructure for the tourism industry. This thought is supported by
Hall (1994:23) who states:
“Even though governments only occasionally enact legislation primarily aimed at 
tourism development, the government will also set more general policy decisions 
through their more general economic and regulatory parameters within which the 
tourism industry operates.”
Public sector management must have “principles that at times intervene in tourism but the 
same principles will also control that intervention” (Elliot, 1997:7). The WTO ascertains that it is 
national and regional planning that lays the foundation for tourism development and establishes 
the policies (WTO, 1994). They declare that tourism should be planned at the national and 
regional levels as that is the level where planning is concerned with tourism development 
policies and other elements necessary to manage it. For a policy to be considered a public 
policy in Western democratic countries, it must have been ‘processed, authorised or ratified by 
public agencies’ (at least processed within the framework of government procedures (Hogwood 
and Gunn, 1984:24). Lickorish (1991) argued that without government’s involvement in tourism 
planning, the industry’s development will lack cohesion, direction and short term initiatives 
might well jeopardise longer -term potential. Government tourism planning therefore serves as 
the negotiator between competing interests.
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The traditional public administration role has undergone a shift 'from a traditional public 
administration model which sought to implement government policy for a perceived good, to a 
corporatist model which emphasises efficiency, investment returns, the role of the market, and 
relations with stakeholders, usually defined as industry’ (Hall, 1999:274). This shift has had a 
significant effect on policy as this has allowed industries in tourism to develop without 
government interference or subsidy, but usually with government funding for promotion -  i.e. 
the development and operation of tourism destination marketing organisations. Joppe (1994) 
states that there has been “a trend towards greater liberalisation, decentralised decision making 
and more cooperative public/private approaches towards marketing” (p. 73). Some of the most 
recognised and effective forms of public management are statutory organisations such as 
National Tourism Offices (NTO’s). When the NTO is outside the official Ministry, it becomes a 
government agency or a semi-governmental body (Cooper et al., 1998). Offices such as the 
Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), Malta Tourism Authority (MTA), Visit Britain and Canadian 
Tourism Commission (CTC) are examples. NTO’s are mainly responsible for marketing, 
however, some duties include a broader spectrum of responsibilities consisting of policy and 
they often influence policy making as they are the agencies responsible for marketing and 
product development and therefore often affect tourist arrivals and growth. In addition, research 
bureau such as the Australian Bureau of Tourism Research make a contribution by undertaking 
research and providing specialised information needed for policy formulation. Another example 
is Mexico’s National Tourism Fund (FONATUR) which has managed the rapid development of 
tourist resorts (WTO, 1994, Elliot, 1997) although they have not addressed sustainability 
elements. Elliot (1997) suggests that national tourism offices should have the opportunity to 
contribute to policy formulation but as their day-to-day function is management and marketing, 
they are more generally concerned with the implementation of policy. NTO’s contribution in 
Western democracies is often not the introduction of technical policies but the management of 
the inputs (policy) into the system. This system often includes government ministries, the 
private sector, agencies and organisations. In addition to NTO’s, there are Convention and 
Visitors Bureaus (CVB’s), which are normally private associations although they usually have 
local government representation. CVB’s are normally local or regional level promotional 
authorities that are membership driven. As such, they too represent the private sector, agencies 
and organisation interests. The change in government structure to create NTO’s which are 
marketing and investment focused is a benefit for promotion, however, it often ignores 
sustainability issues which are not covered by such organisations as their primary focus is on 
increasing numbers rather than addressing issues of sustainability. In addition, most
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stakeholders involved in the tourism process are from the private sector as this sector wields 
power of economy it narrows the collaborative focus necessary for ST planning.
3.4.2 Interest groups:
The role of the interest group is crucial to the idea of collaboration within tourism (Hall, 1999). 
The range of groups that influence public policies are broad. The term ‘interest group’ is often 
interchanged with ‘lobby group, special interest group or pressure group’ and can include: 
pressure groups, community leaders, tourism industry associations, tourism marketing 
associations, regional development agencies, industry academics, consultants, the private 
sector, local people and tourists, mass media and public opinion. The number and range of 
interest groups has grown in the policy-making process and since the 1960’s there has been a 
rapid increase, especially in those championing consumer and environmental concerns (Hall & 
Jenkins, 1995). Groups influencing policy can be permanent or ad hoc, formal or informal. 
Formal groups are usually considered a democracy (election system). They are efficient when 
operating in an open system and can help control the policy community. Another type of formal 
group is the judiciary which is controlled by courts and tribunals. The use of an autonomous 
statutory board can control industry by making regulations such as zoning but often public 
expenditure is ideological. Informal groups are usually ad hoc or laissez-faire and control is left 
in the hand of management.
The strength of business interests and other interest groups, has increased their ability to 
influence tourism policy setting and they have become an integral part of the policy-making 
process as “the increased range of demands placed on governments makes it increasingly 
difficult for government to satisfy those demands” (Hall, 1994:48). There is often conflict among 
interest groups in the policy formulation group because “the relationship between interest 
groups and governments clearly raises questions about the extent to which established policy 
processes lead to outcomes which are in the ‘public interest’ rather than simply a deal between 
politicians and sectional interests” (Hall & Jenkins, 1995:60). As Hall (2000:35) points out, 
“Government and public interest groups tend to use their influence to encourage greater 
industry coordination on planning issues by creating structures and processes which enable 
stakeholders to talk to each other and create effective relationships and partnerships". It is 
easier to achieve such measures at the local level because the range of stakeholders to be 
incorporated generally will be narrower than that at a national level. As different policy 
stakeholders or actors occupy different roles and power positions within the policy process,
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they have often different influences. Some groups may have substantial interests and others 
able to manipulate their position while some may be reluctant participants or some may not 
participate at all.
3.4.3 Private Sector:
The private sector is usually the manager and operator of the tourism product which includes 
hotels, tour operators, attractions, transport providers and services. The private sector 
influences policy reform as they can contribute planning gains through infrastructure 
development, taxation remuneration the generation of foreign exchange. This sector is also the 
most affected by planning legislation, employment and labour laws and economic development 
policies or plans. The private sector can also be vital in implementing policy initiatives as often 
their operations are directly affected; therefore it is imperative that their involvement and buy-in 
is gained, however, “the blurring of the boundaries between political jurisdiction and markets 
provides grounds for real concern” (Andersen, 2004:2). Hall (1999:281) also suggests that 
“organisations and actors also differ with respect to resource dependencies which lead to 
differences in their relative power to influence the policy process”. The industry needs 
government involvement to some degree as tourism policies are closely related to many other 
sectors as they involve economic growth, money, regional development, water, land 
management and transportation. “While most tourism is provided and controlled by the private 
sector, the public sector has a crucial role to play in providing the necessary policy guidelines, 
and the environment, infrastructure and management needed in both the economic and non­
economic spheres” (Elliot, 1992:10). There has also been a steady movement towards ‘public- 
private partnerships in which a traditional local boosterism is integrated with the use of 
government power to attract external sources of funding, new direct investments or new 
employment sources’ (Harvey, 1989:7). However, the partnership often does not include all 
members of the community such as those without enough money, influence or power and 
government often only takes into account large structured business (Joppe, 1994). In an ideal 
collaborative or interactive approach towards tourism planning the emphasis should be on 
planning with as wide a set of stakeholders as possible, thereby attempting to meet the broader 
public interest rather than planning for a narrow set of industry stakeholders or private interests 
as under a corporatist perspective (Heeley, 1997 in Hall, 1999). Such changes in the increased 
private sector role have major implications for tourism and sustainability. “If government is
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meant to occupy the role of general interest protector, and more particularly, if public tourism 
planning is meant to protect the interests of the wider community rather than just short-term 
sectoral tourism interests, then increasing attention also needs to be given to the manner in 
which the institutional arrangements of government involvement in tourism are organised and 
the instruments by which government intervenes to achieve tourism planning and policy goals” 
(Hall, 2000:143-144), rather than just private sector interests.
3.4.4 Individuals and the general public:
Public participation should be an essential element in tourism policy-making (Gunn, 1994, 
Inskeep, 1991); however, Hall & Jenkins (1995) declare that this participation may be more a 
form of accommodation rather than giving power to communities to make their own decisions. 
How a policy is managed will depend upon the political culture of the country and the country’s 
ideology and importance it attaches to tourism as a whole (Elliot, 1997). For the general public 
to be involved in the tourism process in democratic countries, issues usually must be 
substantial enough to be part of the electoral element, whereby allowing constituents to vote 
upon such matters. For the general population to become involved in such issues, NGOs such 
as Greenpeace and WWF have played a large role in establishing media awareness and often 
local NGOs raise concerns about local issues such as conservation or social concerns. 
However the capacity of individuals and groups to participate in the tourism planning system is 
not just the result of cultural or democratic values, it is also a ‘product of the structure of public 
governance and the extent to which such structures are genuinely open to participation and 
debate’ (Hall, 2000:61).Often this category of stakeholders is represented by interest groups 
(see above).
3.5 Policy Formulation -  the policy process
“The highest purpose of tourism policy is to integrate the economic, political, cultural, 
intellectual, and environmental benefits of tourism cohesively with people, destination 
and countries” (Edgell, 1999:1)
Tourism is a large industry and multi-sectoral and policy makers should not make a tourism 
policy decision in a vacuum. For policy to be seen as a public policy, it must have been 
processed (or ratified or authorised) by public agencies (Edgell, 1999). Almost no tourism
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issues are independent and closed, however, there are almost always certain goals and 
objectives used as a guide in the process.
More general policy decisions on issues such as transportation, employment, health and 
infrastructure development can all affect tourism, both directly and indirectly, as they are 
intrinsically linked to the tourism industry (Figure 3.3 outlines the many different areas affecting 
the policy maker).
Figure 3.3 - Impacts on policy maker in the decision-making process (Edgell, 1999:77)
Policymaker
. Objective*
Elliot (1997) gives a broad overview of the policy process. Policy is actually formulated through 
a policy community. This is usually made up of key organisations and actors who participate in 
policy and continuously talk about policy issues, and these change depending on the scope of 
the policy. The development of a national tourism plan may involve all members of the policy 
community whereas the development of a specific attraction may only involve those directly 
affected (Elliot, 1997). Policy formulation is not easy because of conflicting responsibilities and 
demand pressures and thus leads to power struggles within the policy framework (see section 
above for policy stakeholders). For example, if a key issue on the political agenda is the 
environment, possibly more policy considerations would be given to it than when a country is in 
a situation of high unemployment, when environmental considerations lose priority. Similarly, at 
a later date, effects of these policies may be felt and policy considerations altered (as in the 
drastic reduction of tourism after the Gulf War).
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Figure 3.4 shows the issues that policy makers in the decision-making process face and the 
basic tourism policy equation.
Figure 3.4 -  Elements in the tourism policy- making process (Hail, 1994:50)
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The components of the policy making process suggested in figure 3.4 include policy demands, 
decisions, outputs and outcomes (or impacts). Each policy development fits within the context 
of a policy arena or community which interacts and competes to determine tourism policy 
choices (Hall, 1994).
According to the WTO (1994:23), there are several conditions that need to be addressed in 
policy formulation:
1. Reasons for developing tourism in policy, e.g., economic reasons: jobs, foreign 
exchange, economic development, etc; social reasons: education, and cross-cultural 
exchange; environmental reasons: environmental and cultural conservation
2. General quality level of tourism (e.g., urban, environmental)
3. Whether tourism should be ‘market-led’ or ‘product-led’ or a balance between the two
4. What extent of development is to be allowed -  e.g. limited or medium or encourage to
become a major sector
5. Growth rate of tourism and how controlled (adjustment time for residents, development 
balancing tourism facilities with development of infrastructure, manpower and training, 
integration of tourism with other sectors)
6. Respective roles of government and the private sector
7. General location and staging of development
8. Cultural, social and environmental achievements to be met through policy 
considerations and structure planning.
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The allocation or degree of power, determined and observed among the policy community 
members, can affect their interests. The source of this regulatory power thereby can greatly 
affect the negative or positive impact of tourism.
3.5.1 Consultation for formulation
Policy formulation in some government systems follows what is called ‘due process’ (Elliott,
1999). In the UK, consultation is usually carried out by asking for inputs from the public on an 
issues paper (also known as a Green Paper). This is followed by a discussion paper which 
requests submissions which are taken into account during the policy -making process. A ‘White 
Paper’ then usually states government views and policy intentions before it moves to draft 
legislation or the making of a decision. Consultation in this process may or may not be a legal 
requirement but participation should be an integral part of the consultation process and can 
include public bodies, industry organisations, trade unions and local people (based on the 
democratic system). This description is of an ideal consultation system, however in practice the 
process within the management system “is more limited in scope, bureaucratic, more mundane, 
less open and more concerned with special interests” (Elliot, 1997:77). In practice, the process 
can have a disjointed incremental nature where decisions are made without being connected to 
other decisions or to any long-term strategy or plan (Lindblom, 1959 in Hall, 1994). Tourism 
policy, therefore, is often reactionary and disjointed in nature. A crisis will always create policy 
initiatives but governments will also give greater attention to those regions where political 
support lies and where there is political pressure on them to take action.
More ‘open’ procedures of tourism policy formulation have emerged recently in Western 
countries through the establishment of committees or commissions. In most countries which do 
not have national planning, such as Great Britain, implementation of a plan is often more 
difficult than the formulation. ‘Advisory Committees’ are used in public sector management in 
the formulation of policy and can be ad-hoc and only established when needed. These groups 
can include representatives from conservation groups, industry experts, employers or 
employees and their function can be to investigate, look at future developments, commission 
research, call for official papers, and collect evidence or interview witnesses. These types of 
committees can often avoid political conflict, involve industry and community in their work and 
make the policy process more open and democratic (Elliot, 1997). That said, they can also be 
used for political purposes rather than for policy advice. Different countries and governments 
have different systems for ‘Advisory Committees’. Private consultants have been used
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extensively by Britain since 1979, whereas Japan has a Council for Tourism Policy which is 
made up of 27 advisors from universities and other private organisations. Hall (2000) refers to 
the role of government in New Zealand where there are three government agencies with 
primary responsibilities and over 30 agencies with secondary responsibilities. Between these, 
there was little formal tourism policy coordination.
3.5.2 Policy Control
“Successful control is the right balance between freedom for the industry and the 
implementation of principles” (Elliot, 1997:245). Control is often difficult to adhere to. As Elliot 
(1997) points out, policy formulation should be top-down as well as bottom-up if it is to adhere 
to a national consensus. As Hall (1999:277) explains, “Integrated approaches towards tourism 
planning are neither top-down, where goals at each level in the organisation [or spatial area] 
are determined based on the goals at the next higher level nor bottom-up, where the goals of 
individual units are aggregated together”. Instead, integrated tourism planning and policy 
should be regarded as an interactive or collaborative approach which requires participation and 
interaction between the various levels of an organisation or unit of governance and 
stakeholders in the planning process to realise horizontal and vertical partnerships within the 
planning process. Ryan (2002) suggests that power has two dimensions which are related: the 
‘power over’ and the ‘responsibility for’. The power to deliver an action implies that the 
subordinate accepts the primacy of the domination and that there is a mutual advantage that 
exists (p. 23).
Some of the problems of tourism policy are because tourism includes such a diverse, multi­
sectoral range of functions (which touches so many Ministers and political agendas); it does not 
present a strong case or united front to persuade governments to establish a separate tourism 
Ministry or ensure that tourism is a consideration in the portfolio of many ministers.
Occasionally the policy process can be more important than the objectives of the policy and 
consensus decision-making can be more important than making the best decision. Another 
restriction of tourism policy formulation in some systems is the constant pressure to conserve 
resources and to justify expenditures and requests to the financial Ministry. The same Ministry 
can also oppose the introduction of long-term planning if the Ministry feels it will restrict their 
freedom and ability to control (Elliot, 1997). An informal abuse of official power is corruption and 
can be found in tourism policy formation and implementation. Corruption within a Ministry often 
benefits the individual rather than the public (Hartley & Hooper, 1992, Elliot, 1997). Although
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corruption is sometimes a barrier, often the power struggle between ministries or authorities 
has a significant role to play and the hierarchical or structural level determines who is at the 
head of government departments and whether these leaders or officials use the authority to 
pursue their own goals.
3.6 Policy Implementation
Implementation, according to Inskeep (1991) should be considered throughout the planning 
process and requires taking into consideration what is realistic from multiple perspectives 
including the financial and political ones. Policy implementation has various difficulties such as 
the complex and different definitions, tourism growth predictions and the short-term view of 
operations within the tourism industry. Who implements policy depends on market forces and 
also what type of government is in power. Smith (1973) suggests that it is the context within 
which such policies are to be implemented which is of fundamental importance. “Most good 
policy formulation requires considerable research and inputs from those who are implementing 
policy at the grass roots or impact level” (Elliot, 1997:101). Contact and awareness are crucial 
for the efficient management of policy formation and implementation. This is especially true in 
tourism because of the diversity within the private and public sector.
On a prescriptive level, the implementation process involves:
■ a plan review -  the process to relay the necessary information to affected stakeholders
■ adoption -  formal and legal adoption of the plan to give it the force of law. This includes
the adoption of zoning, land use and other legislation and regulations that need to be 
adopted in the area the plan will be implemented
■ integration into public and private sector development, policies plans and programs (i.e. 
local environmental plans)
■ continuous monitoring of visitor satisfaction, project development and marketing 
effectiveness
■ adjustments to plans and programs
■ periodic formal plan review and revision (Inskeep, 1991)
Crosby (1996) adds to this list by mentioning that constituency building, resource accumulation 
and mobilisation of resources and actors are also imperative. Walker, Rahman & Cave (2001) 
add that implementation must have defensive or corrective actions to identify the conditions that 
must be met for the policy to succeed. “Policy must, first, be perceived by policy makers as 
conceptually robust, defensible and amenable to implementation. Secondly, the various
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interests involved in the implementation process must be convinced that the net outcome will 
be positive, or at least benign, in the longer term” (Pigram, 1990:5). Blake, Sinclair, &
Sugiyarto (2002) suggest a practical approach to policy implementation and that before the 
implementation process is carried out, a series of questions need to be asked including:
■ How is the policy to be implemented? What activities will be needed?
■ Are there organisations in existence with the competence to undertake these actions 
and if not, can they be created?
■ Do these organisations currently have the capacity to undertake the work needed and if 
not, can they be resourced and empowered (p. 12)
One of the most well known forms of policy is the Local Agenda 21 (LA21) concept which was 
provided to local governments after being adopted at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. 
The LA21 approach aims to allow each community to set its own path towards sustainable 
development which is participatory and involves multiple stakeholders. LA21 can play a key role 
in ensuring the involvement of all stakeholders, taking into account such elements as 
ecosystems, planning, urbanisation, transportation, agri and aqua culture. LA21 approaches 
promote discussion and widespread public dissemination of projects and processes. Over 
6,500 municipalities have participated in LA21 worldwide, however only a few are involved in 
tourism and even fewer in coastal mass tourism (UNEP/ICLEI, 2003). Some of the criteria for a 
local ST policy include:
■ logical staging and promotion of development projects
■ effective organisation of public and private sectors
■ appropriate legislation for tourism including land use and environmental protection 
regulation and tourist facility standards
■ use of critical path analysis techniques
■ securing of financing from both private and public sector tourist projects
■ strategy for financing tourist development should be secured
■ involvement of communities
■ human resource development for tourism given priority in order to offer quality 
expected by tourism markets (i.e. systematic approach of development personnel 
needs and determining training)
■ effective marketing through objectives and strategies and coordination between various 
levels of government and between tourism office and private sector
(WTO, 1998:97-98)
3.6.1 Who Should Implement?
UNEP/ICLEI (2003) agree that local authorities are the best placed to manage tourism in a 
destination for the following reasons:
■ they have democratic legitimacy
■ they have relative permanence and the ability to take a long term view
■ they are responsible for a range of functions that can influence tourism development,
including special planning, development control, environmental management and 
community service (p. 8)
They also declare that good tourism and policy management requires a framework similar to 
that of effective coastal zone management and should:
■ be coordinated by a single authority
■ be a progressive process
■ involve all relevant government bodies, research institutions, NGOs and the local 
population
■ establish management strategies that rely on a systems approach recognising 
connections among different activities (UNEP, 1996).
They suggest that a key function of an effective policy is that the desire to begin the process
must come from officers of the local authority or the interest of the elected council must be
engaged. In addition, a vision for the future and an outline of principles to follow should be
agreed by all stakeholders.
“Sustainability will not be easily achieved. It is not an absolute fixed position which 
could be attained and then forgotten about. It is a position of dynamic equilibrium which 
will require constant adjustment of a multitude of parameters to maintain” (ICLEI, 1995:
34).
Usually NTO’s are responsible for policy advice and implementation and often unite policy and 
promotion (Hall, 1994). It is also these offices or administrations that manage and implement 
tourism responsibilities. Most provinces or territories have a tourism board or agency which is 
involved with both policy formulation and implementation. In addition, most cities or destinations 
also have a tourism organisation, but its role is usually that of a Destination Marketing 
Organisation (DMO) or CVB, and it is not involved in policy even though it is the most ‘grass 
roots’ of the three dimensions. Lickorish (1991) and Krippendorf (1992) suggest a more 
integrated role for tourism policy is needed, and multiple authors (Inskeep, 1991, Eber, 1992, 
Krippendorf, 1992, Hall, 1994, Crosby, 1996, Vera & Rippin, 1996, Aynsley, 1997, Jackson & 
Morpeth, 1999, Briassoulis, 2002) have also suggested that the key to successful policy 
implementation is more emphasis on local planning participation Pridham (1990) declares that 
there has been a problem of tourism as a policy priority for numerous reasons such as
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differences between member states or ambiguity or irrelevance of higher level policies to local 
levels. For this reason, local involvement is fundamental to the planning and management of 
destinations (Coccossis, 1996, Meetham, 1998, Middleton & Hawkins, 1998, Ryan, 2002). 
Jackson and Morpeth (1999) suggest the need for local involvement and that “local government 
needs to actualise the concept of community empowerment” (p. 39). The focus of policies at the 
international and national levels will change as they are reinterpreted and implemented at a 
local level and each country or destination should establish an operational definition for 
sustainable development so a bottom-up and top-down consensus approach can be achieved.
Though there are many suggestions for barriers to implementing tourism policy, there are 
relatively few case studies which trace the implementation process though many outline the 
need for monitoring and evaluations based on tourism indicators. Barriers to policy 
implementation are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4 -  which clusters all barriers based 
on an analysis of the literature review.
3.7 Policy Monitoring and Evaluation
Tourism is such a dynamic industry that it is critical for tourism policies to be both monitored 
and evaluated; however these functions often seem to be neglected. As Hall & Jenkins, (1995), 
Gunn, (1994) and Murphy, (1994) reason, it is necessary that a policy not be laissez-faire or ad- 
hoc but have appropriate, specific and measurable goals. In addition, all stakeholders in the 
policy community should take into consideration all environmental, social and economic factors. 
Although there is a substantial amount of literature about various interest groups and parties 
involved in the policy-making process, little attention, if any, has been given to the evaluation 
stage. This is possibly due to the wide number of issues surrounding policy implementation and 
its ideal outcomes which leave the evaluating party little to compare.
3.8 Mitigation strategies identified for effective policy implementation
Through the analysis of the literature, while barriers were identified and grouped, a number of 
mitigation strategies were found. The following outlines mitigation strategies that were 
supported by the majority of the literature which discussed policy barriers.
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1. Participation by all stakeholders
Increasing levels of local involvement and management of policy are key to implementing ST 
measures as they bring a wider group of stakeholders with common interests’ together (Farrell, 
1994, Gunn, 1994, Poierer, 1995, Salina Sulalmin, 1996, Middleton & Hawkins, 1998, Singh & 
Singh, 1999, Tosun, 2001, Fasari et al, 2003, Puppim de Oliviera, 2003).
The community, local government and private sector management must work together to set 
out and achieve policy objectives and make sure that policy criteria are met. Some policy 
objectives can include efficient use of resources and stewardship of the natural and cultural 
heritage. The local community must be kept informed of the development activities and 
included in the decision-making processes. Balancing this dynamic is a difficult task to 
accomplish and is best done through adaptive management, as it is the very flexibility or 
responsiveness of policies that preserve the policy-making structure (Walker et al., 2001). 
Adaptive management as well as stakeholder participation are key to ST and integrated coastal 
management as these approaches are more flexible and applicable to destination management 
(Caffyn & Jobbins, 2003). Briassoulis (2002) declared that the adaptive management method 
accommodates dynamic change and uncertainty and embraces wide participation, indigenous 
knowledge, continual monitoring, review of manager practices and flexible policy design.
2. Setting base limits/standards of acceptable change
Limits of acceptable change (LAC) dates back to the 1980’s US forest service and attempts to 
assess stress in both the natural and social and economic environment and to define the 
maximum degree of change which is tolerable. A composite set of policy criteria including a 
‘sustainability first’ decision rule or a ‘safe-minimum-standard’ would seem appropriate. 
Identifying limits of acceptable change is a management practice developed to “replace the less 
realistic 'carrying capacity’ concept” (McHardy, 2000:6). BumYong et al., (2002) discuss limits 
of acceptable change and said that all stakeholders must agree to a base standard for issues or 
a common theme among stakeholder perceptions. Such policies and others focusing on 
environmental and social protection or environmental impact assessments offer economic 
benefits at the early stages of project formulation such as the ‘improvement in design and siting 
of plans, savings in capital and operating costs, speedier approval of development approval 
and avoidance of costly adaptations to the plant once it is established’ (Green & Hunter, 1992:
35). These adaptations and monitoring processes suggest that the local level should administer 
the project because planning authorisation is usually at the local level.
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3. Strict legislation or control methods
Policy implementation requires an effective control system. Management plans need to ensure 
that changes in land use are sympathetic within the milieu and the ecological value of the 
destination (Inskeep, 1994). A planned development example is Green Island in Australia. This 
resort was subject to strict controls by Cairns City Council and Queensland Department of 
Environment and Heritage to change from a busy day trip reef location to a luxury overnight 
destination. Measures legislated for the resort included: layout of resort, design details including 
materials and finishes, waste disposal methods and construction methods. The resort also has 
to abide by a code of Environmental Practice which provides advice on maintenance of flora, 
fauna and ecosystems, cultural heritage, groundwater use and working with the national and 
marine park (Pigram & Ding, 1999). Although the measures listed are useful, the authors did 
not outline any indicators or criteria by which programs were to be measured.
Another example of control is Priestly & Mundet’s (1998) case study in Spain. These authors 
align themselves with the notion that policy and decision-making need to be implemented at the 
local/municipality level and enforce control issues. In Torroella de Montrgi - L’Estartiti on 
Spain’s Costa Brava, local control enforced the carrying capacity concept and LAC. The 
destination’s major attraction -  llles Meaes -  strictly enforced a reduction in capacity from 800 
daily dive submersions in 1994 to 450 in 1995 (p. 97). Local authorities in this area also 
displayed reluctance to promote the use of environmentally sensitive areas as tourist attractions 
until adequate legal protection had been obtained.
Bermuda remains one of the few destinations where restrictive policies have been 
implemented, monitored and adjusted as time goes on. Bermuda’s tourism policy links to 
sustainability through its limits to growth through the maintenance and monitoring of a 10,000 
bed ceiling accommodation (Conlin, 1996). Bermuda was one of the first destinations to realise 
the danger of uncontrolled growth, and policies which addressed this have included the cap on 
bed numbers, a hotel grading policy (cleanliness, upscale and attractiveness ratings), a 
restriction on timeshare development and a cruise ship policy (Conlin, 1995 & 1996). The 
country’s overall policy focuses on strengthening existing properties and improving occupancy, 
but Bermuda still has an issue of seasonality and tourist numbers have declined in the past few 
years due to diminishing numbers of cruise ships which visit the port.
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4. Integration/Linkages to other sectors
Another mitigation strategy is the need to integrate ST policy within a broader framework, such 
as a regional or national plan. The wider integration of tourism with other economic sectors 
(Gunn, 1994, Thompson et al, 1995, Godfrey, 1996, Pearce, 1988, Tosun, 2001) can help 
policy as it can then be seen as a factor in the wider economic and social development. 
Wilkinson (1997) supports this claim in his examination of Caribbean tourism policies and 
declares that success is linked to the integration of ST factors into broader policies and 
development plans. In Barbados, the Ministry of Physical Development and Environment is 
collaborating with the Ministry of Health by putting forth new legislation ‘that awards hotels a tax 
deduction if they join an eco-certification program’ (greenhotelier, 2003:6). This type of initiative 
allows private industry to gain economically while implementing environmental and social 
measurements.
Wong (1998) suggested measures need to be integrated into the wider region as Pattaya, 
Thailand did. Pattaya has suffered many ill effects of overdevelopment and over-crowding, 
however the destination has now introduced waste-water treatment plants, beach improvement 
and re-nourishment and land reclamation and these plans have been integrated into the larger 
management framework for the area through overall planning, transportation and local 
governance.
Integration into wider regional policies is important, however, as Caffyn & Jobbins (2003) noted, 
the management and implementation need to be done at a local level. These authors’ analysis 
of coastal tourism destinations in Morocco and Tunisia suggested that rigid government 
structures of top-down command and control do not have the capacity to govern the complex 
dynamics of coastal zones (p. 242), and an adaptive management and local implementation 
strategy is needed. A similar example was noted by Malvarez et al., (2003) in the case of Ley 
de Costas (Shore Act) in Southern Spain. The coastal plan legislated from 1993-1997 was a 
‘new era’ in effective coastal management, and the law provided powers for beach 
regeneration, promenades and sea front rehabilitation, and for new and existing development to 
conform to a more sensitive system of land use. Malvarez et al., (2003) showcased how the 
coastal zone management laws in the Costa del Sol were effective, however more integration 
with other wider policies were needed to legislate tourism growth patterns. Common pool 
resource management of any tourism resource cannot operate in isolation from the wider 
context of public policy.
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3.9 Theories which support effective policy implementation
It is important to identify theories from other disciplines as they may be found to influence the 
policy process within the tourism industry. There are a number of theories which have been 
used to suggest or explain a more successful policy process which draw upon the disciplines of 
economics, natural resource management and environmental law all of which are related to ST 
policy. These include Collective Action Theory, Regime Theory and Adaptive Management 
Theory. The following outlines a brief description of each.
Collective Action: Collective Action refers to the coordination of efforts by two or more 
individuals (Berge, 2003). Collective Action becomes difficult when actions are interdependent,
i.e. when one person’s reward is dependant on the actions of others. This social dilemma 
occurs in ‘situations where what seems to be the best course of action from one stockholder’s 
point of view will, if pursued by all stakeholders, lead to results considered by all to be worse 
than some of the alternatives requiring cooperation’ (Berge, 2003:8). Berge relates back to 
Hardin’s Theory of the Commons and notes that common pool resources may be seen as a 
club good (e.g., landscapes providing recreation or a strip of beach in a destination), however 
this common pool may have a negative value which is additive (e.g. pollution becomes worse 
with increasing deposits or increased visitation). Therefore a ‘club’ good is one that is used by 
many stakeholders and is seen as ‘good’ as long as it is maintained. However, when it faces 
degradation, the solution must be tackled through collective action of the club. This is difficult to 
achieve in practice and it is usually the local council or public sector that regulates this issue. 
Successful collective action is when there is buy-in from all stakeholders involved. Olson (1971) 
explains why some groups are able to have a larger influence on government policy than others 
and why force or some form of compulsion is necessary to achieve a group or common interest. 
“It is not in fact true that the idea that groups will act in their self-interest follows logically from 
the premise of rational and self-interested behaviour. It does not follow, because all of the 
individuals in a group would gain if they achieved their group objective that they would act to 
achieve that objective, even if they were all rational and self-interested. Indeed unless the 
number of individuals in a group is quite small, or unless there is coercion or some other special 
device to make individuals act in their common interest, rational, self-interested individuals will 
not act to achieve their common or group interests"{p. 2).
53
Regime Theory: Regime Theory as defined by Anderson (2004) as instead of relying on a 
formal authority and hierarchal steering is a policy of negotiation and cooperation. Regime 
theory brings forward new dimensions in the study of power and governance as ‘power is 
primarily generative and it is the actors’ capacity to build coalitions and mobilise resources to 
handle collective problems in effective and efficient’ ways that is important (Anderson, 2004:7). 
While this theory needs stakeholder participation like collective action theory stated above, 
accountability through the ability to build coalitions helps overcome possible implementation 
avoidance.
Adaptive Management: Walters (1986) discusses an adaptive management process which sets 
out a deliberate course of action in the face of uncertainty to address critical questions. This 
approach can generate information needed to make improved decisions about what works and 
what doesn’t. This cycle approach for management identifies six characteristics:
1. acknowledgement of uncertainty about what policy or practice is "best" for the particular 
management issue,
2. thoughtful selection of the policies or practices to be applied (the assessment and 
design stages of the cycle),
3. careful implementation of a plan of action designed to reveal the critical knowledge that 
is currently lacking,
4. monitoring of key response indicators,
5. analysis of the management outcomes in consideration of the original objectives, and
6. incorporation of the results into future decisions. (Ministry of Forests, 2000)
Adaptive management was first developed in the environmental sciences as a 'means to accept 
and embrace uncertainty in understanding environmental impacts’ of new projects or 
programmes and devising environmental management strategies (Reed, 1999:335). Its aim is 
to improve overall quality and efficiency of management decisions and actions over time. This 
method identifies gaps in knowledge and assesses what knowledge would be effective and 
useful in setting and updating action priorities. Some limitations to the adaptive management 
theory are social ones. Different people and cultures have different values and therefore 
‘conflict’ overvalues is likely to be an impediment to policy design and implementation.
3.10 Conclusion
In past periods of economic and industrial decline, world recession, unemployment and a 
growing gap between rich and poor-tourism has been one of the few growth areas (Elliot,
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1997:4). However, the tourism sector suffers from several shortcomings, primarily arising from 
complacency and the desire for empire-building and, sometimes from vain talk (Pollacco, 2003: 
xviii). Governments look at tourism in terms of foreign exchange earnings and foreign 
investment and mainly become involved in tourism because of its economic impact. Ideally, 
policy is formulated by consensus and input from a variety of stakeholders and then 
implemented by tourism offices and other agencies as well as the tourism industry on national 
and local levels with knowledgeable managers who have clear direction and objectives to 
succeed. This, however, is an ideal picture and often many policies have insufficient input and 
are laden with various power struggles and thus not implemented. While there is some 
evidence that progress is being made towards curbing laissez-faire and ad-hoc development, 
market-based approaches together with different power interests at different levels of 
government often remain unchallenged by new measures of ST (Bianchi, 2004).
Despite information about ST and tourism policy, it seems that the world is no closer to finding 
ways to achieve solutions for the problems of tourism. As tourism accounts for around five 
percent of global GDP and approximately 10% of the world’s work force, tourism interests 
influence policy but there is little effort to influence sustainably. Over the past 16-20 years, ST 
problems have started to come to the forefront, yet in tourism it is usually political instability, 
health issues or natural disasters which lead to government reactions and policy measures, not 
sustainability. The tourism industry continues to be criticised for failing to adopt practices aimed 
at achieving sustainability (McCool et al., 2001, Swarbrooke, 1999). However, although there 
has been the adoption of agendas aiming to achieve sustainability, little has been implemented. 
Causes of policy failure have been attributed to a variety of structural and institutional factors; 
the disequilibrium between a large-scale consumption-based international tourist economy 
imposed upon a small destination’s ecology; policy makers' preoccupation with raising visitor 
numbers instead of net expenditure; tourism's asymmetrical dynamics whereby linear economic 
benefits are mismatched with non-linear socio-environmental costs; and the absence of a 
comprehensive measure of overall tourism impact, e.g., an early warning signal to broadly 
assess the approach of potentially dangerous socio-environmental thresholds (McElroy,
2002b).
Tourism’s bargaining position in public policy does not match that of other industries because it 
is multi-sectoral and hard to define. Many policies are reactive and the need for proactive 
policies which deal with sustainability is great. Development is essentially irreversible and the 
loss of valued areas or ‘untouched’ areas can never be retrieved. Policy needs to identify and
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evaluate all positive and negative aspects of proposed tourism ventures, however as Williams & 
Shaw (1988) conclude, the very nature of tourism with its heavy spatial and seasonal 
polarisation is difficult to manage. For governments, the concept of tourism development is 
“almost synonymous with economic development” (Hall, 1994:112), therefore it is imperative 
that the questions of who benefits and who pays should be fundamental to the assessment of 
development policies if we are to change our understanding of tourism’s macro and micro- 
economic impacts as well as its social consequences.
Elliot (1997) perhaps best explains why governments wish to intervene and exert control on the 
tourism industry: “Control systems try to ensure that development is sustainable on long-term 
ecological as well as economic and social ground. They try to ensure that there is the 
appropriate balance between short-term and long-term objectives and that development is 
sustainable" (p. 215). If policy was left to the private sector and to market forces, public 
interests would be sacrificed to private ones.
There has been a general shift in the tourism industry on a national level at least to consider 
sustainability in plans, however, there are many examples where there have been barriers to 
implement such policies. There are few arguments against policies to achieve more sustainable 
destinations, however there is little published information on how to successfully implement 
these policies and overcome barriers. It is also unclear if destinations that have moved towards 
ST policy options have successfully achieved ST or if they are only implementing these policy 
options in efforts to rejuvenate their market status. From this discussion of tourism policy, it is 
apparent that there is a consensus that before successful policy implementation can be 
achieved, the appropriate role of government needs to be determined.
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CHAPTER 4 
Methodology
4.0 Introduction
To successfully implement and complete any research project, there are a number of stages
involved. This chapter discusses the methodological approach used in this thesis which
explores the barriers to implementing ST policy in mass tourism coastal resort destinations.
To understand these barriers one must explain and define what constitutes a barrier.
Function: noun
- something immaterial that impedes or separates 
(Merriam-Webster Dictionary, http://www.m-w.com)
The discussion in this chapter describes the objectives of the study and justifies the chosen 
method. This chapter aims to establish the rationale of the research process and to identify the 
framework used. It also contains research procedures, clustering of barriers, case study 
selection and compilation of data collected.
4.1 Research Aim
The discussion from the literature review leads to the main research question:
What are the barriers to effectively implementing a ST policy in mass tourism coastal
destinations?
4.1.1 Objectives of the Study
The main objectives of this research are:
1. Review and consolidate the literature on ST to extract key factors of effective ST
2. Identify barriers to the effective implementation of a ST policy
3. Determine different stakeholder views as to the degree of implementation of two 
destination ST policies.
4. Identify criteria necessary for the successful implementation of policy
5. Determine the extent of consensus among experts regarding barriers to effective 
implementation of policy and about who should be responsible for implementing, 
monitoring, paying for and enforcing sustainability policy
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4.1.2 Mapping Sentence of Research Concept
ST policies in mass tourism destinations may face
Barriers
Lack of resources (e.g. money)
Ambiguity of policies
Limited awareness of sustainable tourism
Higher priority of economics than social or environmental concerns
Lack of coordination between government sectors
Lack of integration into wider policies or sectors
Lack of skill/practical knowledge by staff
Lack of stakeholder involvement
Political distrust/corruption
Lack of planning
Lack of control
Lack of monitoring
to
implementation which may be perceived differently by different tourism stakeholders
-Academic experts
- Private sector
- Public sector 
-NGOs
4.2 Research technique - What constitutes good research?
Research is an “organised, systematic, data based, critical, objective, scientific enquiry or 
investigation into a specific problem" (Sekaran, 2003:5). Applied research will be used in this 
research design to “find solutions to problems which arise in particular policy, planning or 
management situations” (Veal, 1997:28). The approach used in this study is both descriptive 
and exploratory in order to gain a broad understanding of the policy implementation process 
and barriers to achieving objectives. Gilbert (1993) states that exploratory research is used to 
seek insight into a problem and explore alternatives and variables which should be selected. 
Descriptive research allows for identification of tentative relationships between variables. As 
this research seeks to determine barriers to ST policy implementation, it will be inductive, as it 
moves from description towards an explanation, and also deductive, as the theory will be based 
on prior logical reasoning (including a review of other literature about policy). In addition, a 
scientific research process should have the following:
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1. Purposiveness
2. Rigour
3. Testability
4. Replicability
5. Precision
6. Confidence
7. Objectivity
8. Generalisability
9. Parsimony
(Sekaran, 2003:22)
This research is purposeful as it aims to identify barriers to successful policy implementation. 
Rigour is attained through a dual case study approach with defined barriers being tested. 
Testability is achieved through a framework which evaluates and compares data using a 
triangulated approach. The research is replicable as each case study is examining the same 
elements and precision is attained though the exactitude of real life case study happenings.
The same procedure used to determine the degree of successful implementation can be 
replicated in any other mass tourism coastal destination. Confidence, although not necessarily 
statistically significant, is ensured through systematic data collection and analysis. The results 
of this study are based on the findings gained from actual data therefore showing objectivity. 
“Generalisability refers to the scope of applicability of the research findings in one 
organisational setting to other settings” (Sekaran, 2003:24). The author believes that the 
findings of this research will be generalisable to other mass tourism coastal destinations which 
depend on tourism as a large contributor to their GDP and who enjoy a democratic government 
system. This type of destination has or will face similar issues regarding over-development and 
growth which will be addressed by policy. Finally, parsimony has been strived for by aiming to 
be concise and precise in explanation.
4.2.1 Qualitative vs. Quantitative Research
Neuman (2000) looks at the difference between qualitative and quantitative research paradigms 
and discusses several different facets: theory, concept, procedures, measures, nature of data 
and analysis. Quantitative research emphasises the examination of data in hard numbers. This 
type of research measures variables precisely and tests hypotheses in conjunction with causal 
explanations. In contrast, qualitative research often relies on interpretive social science 
methods and is usually related to case examinations and interpretation specific to social 
science contexts such as policy. Qualitative inquiry cultivates the most useful of all human
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capacities, the capacity to learn from others (taken from Halcolm’s Evaluation Laws, Patton, 
1987). Evaluation methodologies must coordinate frameworks of philosophical assumption 
(about the world, human nature, knowledge, and ethics) and inter-relate them with ideological 
views about decision making and complementary methods of preference. The validity of 
qualitative research has been questioned by some who observe that “it lacks a foundation from 
which one can access the difference between objective facts and the subjective conjectures of 
the researcher” (Salner, 1989:47). However, Patton (1990) affirms that qualitative methods 
permit the evaluation or study of selected issues in depth and detail. This research is mainly 
qualitative in nature, as there is no ‘formal’ hypothesis to be tested although some survey 
questions are measured quantifiably. A qualitative and descriptive approach will be taken in 
this research as this is felt most appropriate when analysing public policy, because this method 
allows analysts to understand the effects of power, choice, perception, values and process on 
policy-making (Mitchell, 1989 in Hall, 1994, Hall & Jenkins, 1995, Hall et al., 1997). Although a 
prescriptive or rational approach to policy analysis can be useful as it serves as a guide 
towards specific ideals, it “cannot fully explain the richness and complexity of the policy-making 
process” (Hall, 1994:8), therefore the researcher will use descriptive means of policy analysis 
as it will “involve a pattern of action overtime involving many decisions" (Andrews: 1975 in Hall, 
1994:49).
4.2.2 Trianaulation
Denzin (1989) identifies four types of ‘triangulation’: 1) theory/perspective triangulation; 2) 
methodological triangulation; 3) data triangulation; 4) investigator or analyst triangulation. The 
research design used in this thesis includes both methodological and data triangulation. 
Methodological triangulation in this particular case uses both surveys and interviews to obtain 
comparable and related data. Data triangulation refers to using multiple observers or groups to 
gain different perspectives. This research compares the opinions of four different tourism sector 
stakeholders groups regarding barriers to policy implementation. The four different groups 
interviewed about their views and perspectives on the barriers to implementing policy are 1) 
academics who have written about ST policy, 2) government technical experts, 3) NGOs, and 
4) private sector operators identified as the policy implementers in the two case studies (figure 
4.1).
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Figure 4.1 -  Data Triangulation
Academics
Public Sector Triangulation NGO’s
Private Sector
4.3 Research Process
The process diagram below illustrates how the study will incorporate both primary and 
secondary research and qualitative and quantitative methods during the investigation.
Figure 4.2 -  Research Process
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1. The first stage of the research was a review of ST literature to determine how it fits within 
the broader context of sustainable development. The literature review achieved the first 
research objective by analysing written documents to determine themes related to ST, and 
tourism policy barriers. Specifically, academic journals, books, internet sites, government 
documents and other secondary sources such as NGO guidelines, which addressed ST, 
tourism policy and case studies on this topic, were reviewed. From the literature, lists of 
possible barriers and solutions were produced and explained.
2. The second stage of the research was to cluster the barriers under key themes. This was
done by analysing information from the literature review. The literature was assessed for
patterns, past studies and consensus among authors and is shown in appendix B and C.
3. The third step of the research was to send out a survey to academics who had published 
on the topic of ST policy. The purpose of this survey was to validate the literature review 
and to identify possible missing barriers to policy implementation, factors which control the 
implementation process and possible mitigation strategies. These key barriers, once 
validated by academic experts, were then used to construct the case study survey and 
were tested using a triangulation approach of views of NGOs, private sector and 
government respondents compared with those identified by academic experts to:
a. Identify the gaps between theory and practice of ST
b. Identify whether barriers identified in case study destinations were comparable to 
key barriers identified by academics in implementing ST policy
4. The fourth phase of the research identified two mass tourism coastal destinations for 
comparison purposes and included the piloting of questionnaires and interview questions. 
As there were few concrete examples in practice, the literature and academics in the 
survey process were used to help identify possible case studies. Key policy implementers 
were identified in each destination and a background analysis was completed to outline the 
social, political, economic and environmental conditions which brought about the policy 
process and the extent and process (if applicable) of implementation. The questionnaire 
was also piloted with key people in the field for readability and comprehension of the 
questionnaire.
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5. The fifth stage of the research was the collection of primary data. During this phase, key
private sector, NGO and government stakeholders in the destinations were interviewed and 
also provided with a written survey to collect statistical data. Although some questions were 
specific to the destination and its policy, similar questions to those asked of the academics 
were posed for comparison purposes. The interviews served to clarify any shortcomings in 
the survey and gain more in-depth information.
6. The sixth stage included collating and comparing similar and contrasting issues within the 
data. The results were grounded back to the literature review to identify if there were any 
theories or models from other disciplines (including political science, business 
administration and environmental management) that might explain the phenomenon 
identified. This stage also collated quantitative data from the four stakeholder groups 
(academics, NGOs, private sector and local government) to assess the consensus within 
responses. The data was analysed using SPSS software to determine frequencies, cross­
tabulations, standard deviations and chi square tests where possible.
7. The final stage of the research confirmed/identified barriers to the policy implementation 
process. In addition, suggestions for how to overcome barriers are proposed based on the 
experiences and insights gained from the four stakeholder groups.
4.4 In-depth Research Approach and Design
This section outlines in detail the methodological approach to this research. Data analysis 
‘consists of examining, categorising, tabulating, testing or otherwise combining qualitative or 
quantitative evidence to address the initial propositions of a study’, according to Yin (2003:9). 
Approaches to obtaining information for the purpose of this study are described below in detail.
4.4.1 Literature Review
Secondary research, which includes undertaking an extensive review of all existing literature 
relevant to the research, should always be undertaken before any primary data is collected as it 
allows the researcher to gain a better understanding and a broad insight into the subject area 
(Sekaran, 2003). The use of secondary data enables the researcher to view definitions and 
methodologies used by previous researchers, however validity and relevance must also be
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considered. This approach corresponds with grounded theory. In ‘grounded’ theory, the 
investigation takes into account the continuously changing settings from which the data 
emerges. One of the problems with any literature review is the difficulty of drawing boundaries 
around what constitutes relevant literature. A decision was taken to focus on ST policy and 
mass tourism in coastal areas as this is where the majority of tourism takes place and has 
some of the greatest impacts due to volume of tourism numbers. Although a great deal of 
tourism literature was examined, the author also investigated non-tourism literature from such 
fields as coastal management to ensure that there was a in-depth examination of related 
concepts. The literature review examined many broad issues of sustainability, policy and 
coastal management. It was found that, despite a plethora of information about ST and tourism 
policy, few examples of ST policy implementation exist. The literature reviewed for this research 
covers the period from 1975 up to submission of the thesis (March, 2005).
This study applied a thematic analysis in the literature review as barriers to implementing ST 
and patterns or themes which were pertinent to achieving successful implementation were 
identified. Information for the literature review was gained from books, searchable databases 
such as Science Direct, BIDS and INGENTA, academic journals, the worldwide web, 
newspaper and magazine articles. The literature review objectives were to:
1. identify the various stakeholders within policy formulation and implementation
2. focus on the context and linkages of tourism within sustainable development and this 
concept position within tourism today
3. define tourism policy and ST policy, and the process of implementation
4. determine the evolution of ST policy, and suggestions for implementation
5. identify barriers to ST policy implementation
4.4.2 Clustering of Barriers
Many of the barriers to implementing general tourism policy have similarities with those found to 
implementing ST policy and coastal tourism policy. A cluster approach was used to identify key 
barriers from the literature review. According to Sekaran (2003), clustering is used to classify 
objects into mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive groups with high homogeneity within 
clusters and low homogeneity between clusters (p. 408). The cluster technique helps to group 
or identify objects which are similar to one another. To identify key barriers using clustering, 
four steps were taken:
1. A review was conducted to identify barriers from the general tourism policy literature, ST
literature and literature on specific mass tourism coastal resorts. Identified barriers were
64
extracted and sorted into two headings: coastal resort literature and general ST and policy 
literature (table 4.1 and 4.2 and appendix B and C). Coastal resort literature was read and 
then collated into a table which recorded areas such as:
■ policy barriers
■ acknowledgement that policy was needed in the destination to achieve 
sustainability
■ support that locals should have more involvement in management of sustainability 
initiatives
■ if specific policy options were discussed (see appendix B).
Each barrier was listed and then grouping was done to see if there were any further 
clusters or themes emerging.
2. The two initial clusters were then compared for similarities between the coastal resort 
barriers and general tourism policy barriers in table 4.3. Table 4.1 and 4.2 shows the 
barriers outlined by specific authors and the clusters the author decided upon. The name of 
each barrier was identified on the basis of the frequency of words or expressions appearing 
in the problems or barriers.
3. Common barriers were then identified and expanded upon in table 4.4. They were 
explained and then linked back to the literature review for clarity purposes.
4. Barriers were then added to the questionnaire for evaluation by academics, policy 
implemented, NGOs and the private sector.
4.4.2.1 Stage 1 -  Clustering of barriers for coastal and tourism literature 
Many of the barriers to implementing general tourism policy have similarities with those barriers 
to implementing ST policy. Appendix B outlines some main barriers to policy specifically at the 
coastal resort level and appendix C identifies overall tourism policy implementation barriers. 
Once the literature review was finished, common themes were extracted and the frequency of 
barriers were identified in table 4.1 below.
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Table 4.1 -  Coastal Resort Literature
Theme Type of barrier n
Lack of Control ■ tourism destinations are affected by lack of control of external factors such as cruise ships, tour operators, 
airlines, etc. (frequency = 2)
■ government policy makers and planners are not in control of the total area affected by tourism
■ lack of administrative control (frequency = 3)
■ policy measures to deal with pollution accounted for locals but not tourist population
■ lack of formal structures for implementation of policy at the national level
■ investment is sought before land use zoning is put into place
■ length of time to adopt new legislation
■ lack of planning permissions
■ power of external agents (tour operators, air carriers) who can control and dictate scale /size of dev’p
■ policy developed outside local area and not focused on local needs
■ lack of control over development
■ lack of autonomous decision making
■ no clear delineation of autonomy
16
Economic priority 
over
environmental 
and social 
concerns
■ preoccupation of quantity over quality
■ too high a focus on economics
■ priority of economic over social or environmental goals
■ priority on economic interests of tourism
■ short term financial considerations outweigh long term development
■ economic priority over cultural issues
■ economic short term gain over environmental issues
■ development plans are primarily based on economic profit
■ priority of development over environment
10
Ambiguity of 
policies
■ plans are idealistic and there are absence of guidelines for tourism dev’p (i.e. specific measurements)
■ lack of adaptive management in policies
■ unclear objectives in policy
■ unclear strategies
■ lack of clearly defined goals and rules and regulations for implementation
■ policy is too broad at national level
7
Lack of Skill ■ lack of contemporary development approach
■ inadequate personnel
■ shortage of qualified staff
■ lack of knowledge of tourism and sustainability
■ lack of training (funding for training school
■ inadequate administration skills
■ lack of skills by locals
■ lack of understanding of development and environmental policies
8
Lack of Money ■ insufficient resources
■ inadequate funds and personnel
■ lack of resources ($) of local government
■ lack of funding (for training school)
■ underfunding
■ cost of implementation (frequency = 2)
7
Lack of Planning ■ lack of long term planning (frequency = 2)
■ investment was attracted before policy or land-use measures were implemented
■ Ad hoc development (frequency = 2)
■ no zoning or land regulation in effect (2)
7
Lack of 
Awareness
■ lack of regulations are often ignored by private enterprises
■ lack of understanding of tourism by wider sector due to awareness
■ lack of knowledge of tourism and sustainability of population
■ lack of awareness by locals
■ lack of tourist awareness
6
Lack of 
Integration
■ federal power over-ruled local policy
■ lack of integration of tourism into larger regional planning framework (2)
■ lack of understanding and policy developed outside local area and not focused on local needs
5
Lack of 
coordination
■ limited coordination & integration of sectoral planning efforts
■ co-ordination of development and environmental policies
■ lack of coordination between parties involved (frequency 2)
■ complex administration systems
5
Stakeholder
involvement
■ tourism destinations are affected by external factors such as cruise ships, tour operators, airlines, etc
■ lack of local involvement
2
Political distrust * distrust between local government and community 1
Power of private 
sector
■ influence of private sector on politicians 1
Political instability ■ political instability 1
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Table 4.2 below outlines the same process used to analyse the literature on general ST and on 
tourism policy. The writings were often in text books or were journal articles which discussed 
tourism or policy more generally (see appendix C).
Table 4.2 -  General Tourism Policy and Sustainable Tourism Literature
Theme Type of barrier n
Ambiguity of 
policies
■ vague principles
■ new priorities are introduced to local implemented by senior officials so changing focus
■ different interpretations of planning and implementation by different stakeholders
■ lack of clear objectives (frequency = 2)
■ ambiguity of definitions of tourism and sustainability
■ policy can be contradictory and vague (frequency =2)
■ laissez-faire approach to policy
■ different perceptions of policy
■ different stakeholders had different interpretations of ST
■ different perceptions of what policy means
■ policy is too broad at national level
13
Economic priority 
over environmental
■ market incentives outweigh control of tourists
■ high fees or tax incentives encourage tourism to develop beyond set capacity
■ governments give priority to economic development over social and enviro protection
■ focus on marketing rather than development
■ focus on promotion rather than optimising returns
■ emphasis on short term economic gains
■ primary focus on economic growth (frequency = 3)
■ priority of development over environment
10
Lack of 
coordination / 
Communication
■ unclear lines of communication and coordination between sectors
■ lack of coordination between government bodies (frequency = 2)
■ little coordination between various agencies responsible for implementation
■ lack of coordination between public, private and commercial interests
■ difficulty of different government sectors to come to consensus
7
Control or 
monitoring
■ the stimulus for policy change has come from outside economic crisis (i.e. war)
■ tourism as an industry is relatively new and still quickly growing -  i.e. courts and legislation
does not always have the appropriate instruments to enforce legislation
■ implemented have little control over resources needed to carry out policy mandate
■ lack of accountability of implementer
■ lack of appropriate indicators for measurement
■ lax planning permission
6
Skill ■ poor administration
■ lack of local technical knowledge
■ local politicians and officials lack experience about tourism
■ lack of staff knowledge about sustainability
■ administration is poorly coordinated
■ administration problems
6
Lack of Integration ■ policy implemented are generally excluded from formulation
■ lack of integ ration with other sectod
■ tourism is often impacted by broader policies
■ tourism is not regarded as important within larger policy frameworks
■ there is a separation between transportation and tourism policies
5
Stakeholder
involvement
■ diverne interests of various community sectod
■ lack of buy-in from local authorities
■ lack of stakeholder involvement
■ diverne range of public org involved (each with their own agenda)
4
Lack of Planning * policies are ad-hoc
■ policies promote spatial elements without specific measure of control
■ problems with identifying critical impact thresholds
3
Awareness ■ different perceptions of what policy means
■ lack of undedtanding of the policy process
■ lack of awareness of tourism within government systems
3
Money ■ lack of infrastructure or resources
■ lack of money
2
Political corruption ■ implemented often have to operate in a ‘hostile’ or non-supportive environment
■ corruption 2
Motivation/will ■ lack of motivation or pay by lower end staff
■ lack of will of staff
2
Political trust ■ mistrust of government policy 1
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4.4.2.2 Stage II -  Comparison of barriers from literature tables
From tables 4.1 and 4.2 above, a comparison between barriers of general policy and ST was 
made with barriers to coastal resort policy implementation. The two different clusters can be 
compared in table 4.3. The main barriers were chosen on the basis of the frequency of authors 
mentioning them. To make sure that the meanings of the barriers were similar, the clusters 
were compared for wording and in cases of ambiguity, actual articles were referred to, to avoid 
all bias on the part of the author. It is clear that both sets of clusters entertain common barriers 
(table 4.3), including ambiguity of policy, lack of skill, lack of planning, awareness, stakeholder 
engagement, money, economic priority, political distrust and control and monitoring of 
implementation.
Table 4.3 -  Common Literature Themes
Coastal tourism resort literature General tourism policy and sustainability Total cited
Lack of control/monitoring Lack of control/monitoring 22
Ambiguity of policy Ambiguity of policy 20
Economic priority of tourism takes priority of 
social or environmental concerns
Economic priority of tourism takes priority of 
social or environmental concerns
20
Lack of skill Lack of skill 14
Lack of coordination Lack of coordination/communication 11
Lack of planning Lack of planning 10
Limited awareness Limited awareness 9
Lack of money (financial resources) Lack of money (financial resources) 9
Lack of integration Lack of integration 9
Lack of stakeholder involvement Lack of stakeholder involvement 6
Political distrust Political distrust 2
Political corruption 2
Lack of motivation/will 2
Political power (instability) 1
Power/influence of private sector 1
There are many similarities when comparing barriers to implementation of ST to those affecting 
general tourism policies. Relating back to the literature review in chapters 2 and 3, one main 
difference in the identification of barriers to policy implementation is that literature which refers 
to ST and policy to achieve sustainability should take into consideration the triple bottom line 
issues of economic, social and environmental concerns whereas for other policy and general 
tourism policy, these criteria are not as specific. The majority of policy barriers are the same for 
ST policy as they are for general coastal tourism destinations (table 4.3 above). Although 
thirteen barriers were identified (table 4.1 & 4.2 respectively) for ST and policy literature and 
coastal resort destination literature in the analysis, ten barriers had the most references in the 
literature. For parsimony purposes the author did not include political distrust, political
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corruption, political instability, lack of motivation or private sector power as barriers in this 
clustering process had the fewest frequency of mention (see table 4.3). The most frequently 
identified were:
1. lack of control / monitoring
2. ambiguity of policies
3. economic priority or growth over social or environmental concerns
4. lack of skill
5. lack of integration
6. lack of planning
7. lack of awareness of ST
8. lack of resources
9. lack of communication/coordination between sectors
10. lack of stakeholder involvement
Monitoring and control of policy implementation was split into two separate barriers due to the 
complexity involved and because the author felt that it was a difference of measurement.
4.4.2.3 Stage III -  Explanation of Barriers 
Table 4.4 identifies the barriers finally used in the questionnaires and provides the rationale that 
the author used to justify these barriers. This step was seen as integral to understanding the 
subject headings of barriers as the matrix of literature has many different wordings and 
expressions for similar themes and so this allows the author to explain how themes or headings 
were derived. These barriers are then further explained by referencing them back to the 
literature in the subsequent text.
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Table 4.4 -  Potential barriers of policy formulation, adoption and implementation_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Lack of control:
■ Tourism is still sometimes seen as a new industry and growing rapidly (court and legislation do not always have 
power or appropriate instruments to enforce implementation)
■ There is a lack of effective control over localities and public agencies -  laws have been either non-existent, 
unclear or inappropriate or applied too slowly, financial inducements or environmental costings have been weak
■ The implementing agency is not subject to accountability
■ Planning is often made up of groups from outside the community in which the policy will be implemented
■ External influences such as airlines, tour operators, etc., have affected destination level control 
Ambiguity:
■ Failures to provide plans or clear objectives -  objectives were unclear or unrealistic or too detailed or impractical.
■ Most policy statements are only guiding principles and unclear -  there is often a lack of consensus concerning 
definitions
■ Policies can be contradictory (i.e. increase numbers but maintain carrying capacity) and do not take into 
consideration both supply and demand
■ Policies are not adjustable when things change 
Economic priority over social and environmental concerns:
■ Development in tourism is often private sector led whose focus is usually short-term and economically driven
■ There is often more of a focus on marketing than development
■ Economic growth is given priority over sustainability: key objectives are often for increased visitor numbers rather 
than protection of the environment or socio-cultural factors.
■ Sustainable development is only emphasised in relation to the goal of fulfilling economic growth and economic 
futures, thus not allowing for the protection of resource use and quality of life
Lack of skill:
■ Lack of skills of implementers
■ Lack of local technical knowledge
■ Local politicians and officials lack experience about tourism
■ Lack of education and training of locals 
Lack of integration into wider policies:
■ Tourism policies are not integrated into wider political agendas or local development (e.g. transportation, 
employment and housing)
Lack of planning:
■ General lack of long term planning
■ Investment was attracted before policy or land-use measures were implemented 
Lack of awareness:
■ Stakeholders, staff or policy makers are unaware of the concepts or different definitions of sustainability
■ Lack of awareness also leads to lack of involvement by various stakeholders 
Lack of resources:
■ Insufficient funds/money to implement all policy specifics 
Lack of coordination/cooperation between sectors:
■ There is a lack of consensus between different tiers of government
■ There is often a wide or diverse range of public organisations involved (each with their own agenda) and a
consensus cannot be reached
■ Fragmentation of government responsibilities. The responsibility for implementing the fine details needs 
enforcement, however, the responsibilities for different environmental and social policies will be carried out by 
different government agencies and department (due to the fragmentation of the tourism industry e.g. the FAO for 
agriculture and the WTO for tourism)
Lack of stakeholder involvement:
■ Different stakeholders have different interests and there is a lack of buy-in from all in a collective agreement 
Lack of monitoring:
■ Ad-hoc policy development has led to a lack of enforcing or monitoring of policy implementation due to lack of 
local autonomy or lack of appropriate instruments to enforce legislation
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Relating barriers back to literature
At this stage it is important to review the barriers and place them in the context of ST. While 
many barriers to implementing policy may be applicable to all policy dilemmas, the focus of this 
thesis is on ST policy.
For the successful implementation of policy, the dynamic changing environment (political, social 
and economic) must be considered. The situation or service must actually have been improved 
and there needs to be strong direction for its management. “It is not possible to quantify, even 
roughly and thus compare the magnitude of the range of problems faced in any policy context” 
(Dovers, 1995:94). Pigram (1990) supported this by saying “worthwhile policies may be 
espoused and even formally adopted by management agencies yet encounter formidable 
barriers when attempts area make to translate them into action” (p. 4). Pearce (1992) reported 
that a 1980 study of tourism plans revealed that about one-third of the more than 1,600 plans 
inventoried were not implemented and that “many plans lacked social and environmental 
considerations and failed to integrate tourism within tourism’s broader socio-economic 
objectives" (p 12). Overall, most authors on the subject of tourism policy noted that policies are 
riddled with issues and problems and it is rare that the socio-economic and environmental 
outcomes are realised. Although authors agree that policy is needed, in practice there is little 
correspondence between the geographical area of an ecosystem and the boundaries of 
government jurisdiction (Portney, 2003:14).
There are a myriad of reasons why policies fail. The priority of economics and the drive to 
increase visitor numbers often over-ride many other factors (Fayos-Sola, 1996, Elliot, 1997, 
Hashimoto, 1999). Twinning-Ward (1999) noted that there is a general reluctance by 
governments to regulate economic activity - possibly because such actions could be seen as 
inhibiting the free market, as setting standards could cause bureaucracy, or because of 
corruption within government departments. Williams & Shaw (1998) suggest that the economic 
benefits of tourism are likely to be evaluated against the requirements and interests of other 
economic sectors and therefore will take priority over other possibly necessary considerations.
Many reasons why policies fail or managers fail to implement policies are because they are not 
in complete control of the implementation process (Crosby, 1996, Elliot, 1997). Crosby (1996) 
stated that policy implementers are usually excluded from the process of formulation and policy 
selection, and thus have little ownership of the policy, the process, the resources needed to
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carry out the policy mandate, or lack the organisational resources and must often operate in an 
environment that is hostile to the mandated changes (p. 1404). Another reason policies fail is 
poor communication between finance managers and the tourism community or lack of 
coordination between coordinating bodies. An example of this occurred when in the 1980’s the 
Australian government introduced an Arrival Tax on incoming tourists. This tax was not 
implemented but rather withdrawn due to negative feelings in the tourism community (Pigram & 
Ding, 1999). Richter (1989:11) pointed out the importance of management and political action 
by stating “that where tourism succeeds or fails is largely a function of political and 
administrative action and not a function of economic or business expertise”. According to 
Anysley (1997) who takes it one step further, “the scope for implementation failure inevitably 
increases with each additional stage in the implementation process” (p. 55). Business interests 
that are often marginalised during policy adoption are more influential at the domestic or local 
level where policy is implemented. However while municipal authorities may decide to limit 
further tourism development, this may bring them into conflict with economic interests of higher 
government levels (Williams & Shaw, 1998).
Pearce (1992) offered the suggestion that policy failure may be due to instances where tourism 
plans focus specifically on tourism goals with little or no reference to broader issues which 
hinders the likelihood that tourism will contribute effectively to national development. “While the 
procedures for assessing economic costs and benefits are relatively well known, the potential 
environmental costs and benefits of tourism development have tended to be left out of the 
appraisal of tourism projects, policies and programs" (Green & Hunter, 1992:29).
Often policy is made but management or skill is not adequate or put into place to implement it. 
De Kadt (1992) suggests that “If moves toward a ST development pattern are to be successful, 
attention will need to be paid to institution building in the spheres of policy management and 
implementation” (p. 66).
Boehmner-Christiansen (2002) proposes that seeking sustainability appeared initially to be little 
more than a research agenda to better inform the Brussels bureaucracy and gain funding. 
Sustainability, he said, “is the integration of ‘the environment’ into major policy areas such as 
agriculture, transport and tourism. In political practice, the concept came to be used to justify 
increases in the competence of weaker sections of the Commission ... [and has] been a tool for 
wresting power from Member States, especially in research funding” (p. 359). His examples 
suggested that the EU has placed a low priority on tourism policy and has more influence on
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the free movement of labour or developmental policies -  neither of which addresses ST 
concerns. Possible tensions between individual countries maintaining autonomous policies and 
goals and more international cooperation and coordination are a contradiction in terms. 
Governments look at tourism in terms of foreign exchange earnings and foreign investment and 
mainly became involved in tourism because of its economic impact. In past periods of economic 
and industrial decline, world recession, unemployment and a growing gap between rich and 
poor -  tourism has been one of the few growth areas (Elliot, 1997:4).
Finally because of tourism’s fragmented nature, it is extremely difficult to simultaneously satisfy 
the objectives pursued by tourism’s four stakeholders: profits for developers and other 
commercial interests, improved quality of life for residents, satisfied visitors who wish to return 
and environmental, economic and social stability for the enjoyment of future generations 
(McElroy, 2002b: 3).
4.4.2.4 Conclusion of Clustering Process 
Through a comprehensive examination of the literature, various barriers were identified using 
this clustering process. Although the tourism policy and ST literature is broader in scope than 
the coastal resort literature, many barriers identified were similar in both areas. In addition, 
many barriers to the policy process were not specific to tourism but related to other sectors and 
issues (Hall, 2000). At the end of this cluster process, key barriers were used in the next step of 
the methodology which was to ascertain what level of consensus there was from academics. 
These barriers, once confirmed as inclusive, were also used in the case study research. The 
purpose was to determine if barriers identified from the literature were the same as those 
operating in practice.
Mill’s (1843) (in Ragin, 1989) Method of Agreement argues that if two or more instances of a 
phenomenon under investigation have only one of the several possible causal circumstances in 
common, then the circumstances in which all the instances agree is the cause of the 
phenomenon of interest (p. 36). The barriers to implementing ST found in the general policy 
and ST literature and coastal resort literature include ambiguity, economic priority over 
social/environmental concerns, lack of control, lack of skill, lack of money, political distrust, lack 
of awareness/will, lack of coordination between government sectors, lack of support by 
stakeholders, lack of monitoring, lack of planning and lack of integration into wider policies. If 
one attempts to determine which variables are the most critical on the basis of the majority of
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cases in the literature review, it appeared that the only commonality they share is that 
economics take priority over social and environmental concerns. The research examined the 
differences and similarities between stakeholder groups and the two destinations.
4.4.3 Survey design
There is no definitive rule to choosing a type of survey, however choices have to be made with 
considerations of time, budget, the nature of research questions and the nature of respondents. 
The purpose of the questionnaires was to determine the extent of consensus among academic 
experts, government, NGOs and private sector stakeholders regarding: 1) barriers to effectively 
implementing ST policy, 2) strategies to overcome barriers, and 3) who should be responsible 
for implementing, paying for, monitoring and enforcing ST policy. The case study research was 
also collected in two parts and analysed through a comparative approach of one case study to 
another using both closed and open ended questions in a questionnaire format and in-depth 
face-to-face interviews. Both were undertaken as a ‘relatively large amount of information is 
generally collected from relatively small numbers of people’ (Veal, 1997:71). According to 
Whyte (1982), interviews are aimed to draw on what the subject has already said and invite him 
or her to expand on it. The in-depth interview is less structured than a questionnaire-based 
interview and although dealing with the same issues, can be very different. The purpose of 
following an in-depth interview approach is that responses from each subject are expected to 
vary considerably and in complex ways. Face-to-face interviews were conducted in the field so 
that an understanding of the process of policy implementation could be examined and the 
researcher could assess the problems (barriers) and successes of the process. Face-to-face 
interviews also provided in-depth information on the complex topic of policy implementation as 
there were many variables present. The questionnaires and interviews used Nominal and Likert 
scales, although the majority of the questions were open-ended. In the face-to-face interviews, 
indirect questions were asked when probing for opinions, although direct questions were asked 
to gain information on how well policies were implemented and to identify and explain barriers. 
Standardisation was attempted in every interview and consistent prompting was employed in 
instances to improve the quality of the answers. Because of the nature of the specifics in the 
destination case studies, most questions were specific to the destination’s policy. General 
questions for the interviews were adapted from the academic questionnaire fielded in the first 
stages of the research process so that a comparison by triangulation could be made with 
regard to issues found in the implementation process (such as general barriers, mitigation 
strategies, and who should implement, pay, control and enforce policy). The questionnaire for
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the Spanish case study was also back-translated into English to ensure that the content and 
context was correct and accuracy of translation was obtained.
4.4.3.1 Academic survey
Academic experts were surveyed using e-mail as this was the most cost effective and efficient 
method given that the sample was internationally dispersed. It was felt that academics would 
have access to e-mail due to the nature of their work. The academic questionnaire was 
completed in two batches, January, 2004 and June, 2004, to allow for ease of management. 
The academic questionnaire included a total of 17 questions using Likert and ranking 
techniques (see appendix D). The questionnaire had four parts and was developed from the 
literature review. First were general questions about what factors define a ST coastal 
destination and barriers to policy implementation. Second, questions relating to policy 
implementation were asked, such as who should pay, enforce, implement and monitor policy. 
The third part asked about the hotel sector and how it could be most influential in the ST 
development of a destination. The fourth section asked for possible mitigation strategies to 
overcome policy implementation barriers and also for examples about which destinations 
respondents believed provided good practice and had implemented ST policies to some 
degree. A number of opportunities asking for input or additional information were given so as to 
ascertain if the literature review had excluded any important factors. Within the questionnaire a 
check question was also entered to see if respondents were paying attention. This was the 
case in question #1 and question #4 where a similar or duplicate answer was available and also 
a non-relevant response.
4.4.3.2 Case study survey:
The case study questionnaire (see appendix G & H) also had three parts. The first asked 
respondents about their opinion regarding the success of different elements of the policy in 
question, and if not viewed as successful, what barriers had been encountered. The second 
section asked for recommendations to overcome barriers and mitigation strategies for other 
destinations that may have similar issues. The third section posed the same questions as the 
academic survey, concerning general policy barriers and who should be responsible for paying 
for, monitoring, enforcing and implementing the ST policy.
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4.4.4. Establishing the sample size
4.4.4.1 Academic survey:
A population consisting of academics who published research about ST policy and who were 
sourced in the literature review was identified to take part in the questionnaire. This was done 
to validate the literature review and to gain academic consensus on policy implementation 
barriers. The authors were selected by searching on-line databases that contain up-to-date 
academic material so as to gain the most exhaustive selection possible. Systematic searches of 
on-line research databases (Science Direct, BIDS, Ingenta) were conducted under titles of ST 
policy and articles were cross-referenced from all databases for duplication and relevance. The 
search covered literature published in the last 10 years (from 2003 to 1993) and major journals 
included are listed in table 4.5. A total of 1,190 articles by 101 authors and 26 
institutes/companies were found. Articles within these databases were searched for ST policy 
and the findings were compared between all databases for repetition and then scanned for 
relevancy. Those articles which were published by an organisation rather than an individual or 
those which had no relevance to ST policy were discarded from the sample size.
Table 4.5 List of journals
Name of Journal
Annals of Tourism Research Journal of Cultural Economics
Australian Geographical Studies Journal of Environmental Management
Australian Journal of Hospitality Management Journal of Cleaner Production
Coastal Management Journal of Transport Geography
Conservation Biology Journal of Sustainable Tourism
Cornell Hotel & Restaurant Quarterly Journal of Travel Research
Current Issues in Tourism Land Use Policy
Community Development Journal Management Decision
Ecological Economics Marine Policy
Economic Geography Ocean and Coastal Management
Environmental Politics Policy Sciences
Environment, Development and Sustainability The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration 
Quarterly
European Journal of Social Sciences Tourism Economics
Futures Tourism Geographies
Int’l Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management Tourism Management
Journal of Arid Environments Tourism Review International
Journal of Air Transport Management
Once the search was completed, all relevant academics were sent the questionnaire. The 
population established was 97 academics. Of the 97, addresses could not be found or were 
incorrect when e-mail was tested for 28 academics, leaving a sample size of 69. Forty 
academics responded for a response rate of 58%.
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4.4.4.2 Case study survey 
Within each of the case study destinations, all persons who were involved in the 
implementation process and who could be contacted were interviewed and given the 
questionnaire. Snowball sampling was used by the researcher in the destination to gain 
additional names of people who had been involved in the implementation process. A member of 
the current government in Calvia who had been a staff member throughout the entire policy 
process was then asked to validate the list compiled. In Malta, the CEO of the Malta Tourism 
Authority was asked to validate the list. The contacts acknowledged that all key implementers 
had been identified, therefore justifying the sample size.
In Calvia, 28 people were identified but two were unreachable, two felt they did not have 
enough experience to answer questions and one refused to participate for personal reasons 
(appendix F). In Malta, all interviewees participated (however one interview discarded because 
of lack of knowledge about subject matter (appendix F). See table 4.6.
Table 4.6 -  Response Rate of Interviewees
A B C
Destination # of private # of NGO # of public # who withdrew Response Rate
sector stakeholders sector or were
stakeholders identified stakeholders unavailable for
identified identified interview
Calvia 11 2 15 5 82%
Malta 6 5 12 0 100%
4.4.5. Piloting of questionnaire
4.4.5.1 Academic questionnaire 
The questionnaire was piloted in two stages. The pilots were carried out to identify any 
problems, such as confusing order and misleading or irrelevant questions. The first stage was 
conducted at the Travel & Tourism Research Association (TTRA) Canada Chapter conference 
in October, 2003 in St. John, NB, where initial feedback on the types of questions and 
readability were gained from five academics who had knowledge of ST and policy. 
Amendments were made to the questionnaire and it was then submitted to five academics at 
the University of Surrey, UK who had a specific interest in and knowledge of ST. As a result, 
the order and wording of questions was further refined in December, 2003. The questionnaire
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was sent out in early January, 2004 in two phases, and was amended in the second phase by 
withdrawing section three as the research had progressed beyond this scope to include multiple 
stakeholder groups and this information was no longer needed (see appendix D).
4.4.5.2 Case study in Calvia
The questions for the Calvia case study were piloted on one government contact and one 
interviewee to determine ease of response, language comprehension as questionnaires/survey 
questions were translated into Spanish and for appropriate gathering of information. Both 
people spoke fluent English and Spanish and provided feedback on the questions and interview 
process. The Regional Government person was used for piloting purposes only, however the 
other interview was kept as comments did not hinder results collected.
It was determined that the original questions for interviews needed to be amended to add the 
40 initiatives under each of the 10 strategy lines of the LA21 plan for Calvia (see chapter 6) so 
that the researcher could either refer to them when asking the interviewees questions or show 
the exact lines of action and initiatives for each to the interviewees with reference to the level of 
success in implementation. This was done to avoid any misunderstandings and to act as a 
reminder to those who might not have looked at the specifics of the plan. The barriers were also 
corrected for Spanish language grammar. Two questions were also added to the interview 
questions for stakeholders. The first added asked if there were any recommendations for other 
destinations that might attempt to implement a plan and the second question asked for contacts 
or leads for other stakeholders (appendix G). These questions were also added to the Malta 
questionnaire to ensure testability (appendix H).
4.4.5.3 Case study in Malta
The questionnaire was also piloted through a member of the Maltese Tourism Authority during 
the first visit to Malta in November, 2004. The staff member validated that the questions were 
answerable and did not identify any shortcomings in the questionnaire. It was suggested that 
the definition of ST be asked of interviewees to ensure that respondents had a common 
interpretation and adequate knowledge of the subject matter. This question was added for 
parsimony purposes (appendix H).
78
4.4.6 Case Study Research
The case study section of the research attempts to explain or deduct patterns and 
commonalties by matching cases as much as possible to establish experiment-like designs and 
to restrict investigation to cases which are as similar as possible and have as many 
theoretically relevant variables as possible. This strategy has been called the ‘most similar 
nations’ design (Ragin, 1989:48). “By examining differences and similarities in context, it is 
possible to determine how different combinations of conditions have the same causal 
significance and how similar causal factors can operate in opposite directions” (Ragin, 1989: 
49). Case studies include the following to be positive elements in case study work:
1. designed to uncover patterns of invariance and constant association or disassociation
2. the method is relatively insensitive to the frequent distribution of types of cases
3. forces investigators to consider their cases as whole entities
4. case-oriented methods stimulate a rich dialogue between ideas and dialogue 
(Ragin, 1989:51-52)
As many attempts as possible were made to ensure illusory commonalities did not exist and 
case studies were chosen to have the following attributes:
- Coastal tourism destination
- Warm climate where 3 S tourism (sun, sea, sand) is the key attraction
- Mass tourism is key market
- Tourism is key economic contributor in destination
- Destination has reached a maturity, stagnation or decline stage of the destination life 
cycle
- Public ST policy is evident
- Policy of ST has been implemented to some degree
- Tourism has been a key component of development
An interpretative model was used for the case study interviews as this model 'places more 
reliance on the people being studied to provide their own explanation of their situation or 
behaviour’ (Veal, 1997:3).
4.4.7 Case study justification
Island destinations were chosen for the research as “the compacted social space, intense 
webbing and networking of social dynamics, and the manner in which the consequences of 
decisions are sudden, rapid, total and visible provides easy lessons in cause-effect 
relationships” (Baldacchino, 2004:17).
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Cases selected needed to be both typical and practical (Brotherson, 1999). Two case studies 
were chosen to examine ST policy implementation. The first one was Calvia, Mallorca in Spain, 
as it is often quoted as the most successful case study of a mass tourism destination which has 
implemented a ST policy to some degree (Aguilo et al., (no date), Hunter-Jones et al., 1997, 
Younis, 2000, WTO, 2001, Vera Rebolla et al, 2003, UNEP/ICLEI, 2003). In addition, Calvia 
attracts an estimated 1.6 million visitors a year which is 20% of Mallorca’s total (Govern de les 
llles Balears, 2003a), making it the top Spanish destination and one of the most visited 
Mediterranean destinations. The second case study was Malta. It also has a strategic 
plan/policy that refers to ST and a recent carrying capacity study had been undertaken, 
however, the destination is seen to have not come very far in the implementation of the policy 
or the achievement of sustainable practices. In addition, Malta has similar characteristics as the 
Balearic Islands:
■ both are in the Mediterranean,
■ their main tourist product is 3 S tourism packages dominated by tour operators,
■ tourism developed rapidly during the 1960’s,
■ both destinations are facing a loss of tourists,
■ tourism is the first economic activity in both island destinations.
The two destinations were then examined with regard to their type of policy:
■ some degree of ST policy has been implemented (Calvia)
■ although a policy on ST exists, little has been achieved in practice (Malta)
Before primary research was conducted in the case study destinations and secondary 
assessment was carried out, the following factors researched were written up in the literature 
review chapter no. 6 to give the researcher a broad and in-depth understanding of the case 
studies to be analysed:
■ general description of the cases selected:
- economic impact of tourism
- social impact of tourism (where available)
- environmental impact of tourism (where available)
- geographical location of destination
- general description of tourism industry
■ type of tourism policy and reason/main objectives of policy
■ different objectives set out in policy
■ implementation process used or proposed
■ desirable outcomes of policy
■ time period of policy and provision for extensions
■ funding allocated towards policy and sources (where available)
■ other related policies that link or contribute to ST policy (e.g. Coastal Zone
Management (CZM), urban planning and transportation)
■ the role of stakeholders in the policy implementation process
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4.5 Analysis
As no theory is defined for tourism as such, the case studies are not based on a theoretical 
presumption. Qualitative data combines the ability to question, translate, coordinate and 
determine viability of the meaning of re-occurring issues and phenomena. The case studies 
were therefore analysed using Yin’s (2003) strategies:
a) Rival explanations -  each case study attempted to look at all the possible reasons why 
policies have not been successfully implemented. Real life ‘rivals’ were identified in the 
literature review and in the academic validation. From these steps, possible barriers were 
identified and the case study results were compared to see to what degree practical case 
studies relate to academic thought.
b) Development of a case description - a descriptive framework for organising the case studies 
was developed which included grouping common themes and repetitive words. This pattern 
of complexity was used to identify a causal factor or set of factors to ‘explain’ why 
implementation failed (Yin, 2003).
The data collected is analysed using propositions within the interview technique. The 
researcher, through the literature review, outlined specific barriers to policy implementation and 
success criteria for effective policy implementation. Throughout the interviews, key words were 
looked for to substantiate or refute these assumptions.
Some key propositions included:
■ Did the interviewees believe that ST could be achieved?
■ Did they agree with the principle of ST?
■ Did they agree with the basis of the policy and its objectives?
■ Did interviewees identify barriers to implementation? - Did these match the barriers
identified through the literature review?
■ Were recommendations I mitigation strategies identified for successful implementation? 
- Do they match identified success criteria?
A number of assumptions were also made regarding the level of respondents’ knowledge of 
sustainability (it was assumed to be high) and their honesty (they were assumed to be telling 
the truth). The responses were compared for similarity among different stakeholders to identify 
the level of involvement in the policy process.
Additionally for the quantifiable date, categorical aggregation was used to classify and separate 
data from both case studies in a consistent manner. This form of analysis involved looking at
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transcribed interviews from each case study and grouping common themes and repetitive 
words (Yin, 2003). Some of the ways that the data were collected were evaluated, included 
making matrices of categories and placing the evidence/data collected into such categories. 
Data was also analysed through flow charts and other graphics, and through tabulation of 
frequencies of responses from the interviews. Some statistical analysis was undertaken 
although limited in its nature. As the variables are measured in nominal and not numerical 
terms, standard correlation coefficients do not apply, as these figures will not yield statistically 
meaningful results (Antonius, 2003, Sweet et al., 2003). As the sample sizes of the population 
in this research is limited, the author makes limited claims regarding statistical significance and 
analyses data using chi square tests, frequencies and cross tabulations
4.6 Limitations
The main limitation of this research was comprehensiveness. The author did her best to include 
as much up to date research as possible, however, given that research is often not published 
for up to two years after being written, there is a likelihood that something might have been 
missed in the literature review. Another limitation was found to be the lack of destinations which 
have implemented ST policies; while literature on ST was abundant, there were few 
destinations which had ST policies and even fewer which had implemented them, therefore 
limiting the amount of comparable destinations. Another limitation was the lack of funds to 
collect research. Visiting case study destinations was both time consuming and costly, and 
obtaining an unbiased objective view is always difficult. Time at the case study destination to 
build partnerships and to discover cultural and social differences between the destinations was 
also restrained. With regard to the concept of sustainability, most people agree in principle, so it 
is difficult to obtain critiques from stakeholders regarding specific case examples and barriers. 
Another limitation of this study is place sensitivity. This research cannot address every criterion 
and therefore will be broad by nature, however, although policy implementation is place 
sensitive, the researcher believes that many mass tourism destinations share commonalities 
and therefore findings and observations from this research may be applicable to numerous 
other destinations.
Language was a limitation for the case study in Spain. The researcher’s mother tongue is 
English, however due to lack of best practices in English speaking areas, one of the
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researcher’s case studies was located in Spain, necessitating the completion of interviews in 
Spanish. To overcome this limitation, the questionnaire and interview questions were translated 
into Spanish by native Spanish speakers, back-translated to ensure reliability, and then 
checked for comprehensiveness and language structure in the pilot in Calvia. In addition, the 
researcher took Spanish language classes to improve her language skills and interviews were 
tape recorded which allowed for translation help with difficult phrases.
A consideration for qualitative research is to ‘minimise potential for bias to creep into the 
analysis’ (Hill & Fowles, 1975 in Garrod & Fyall, 1997). Although language can be a limitation, it 
may also be seen as a positive as possible bias and innuendos in questioning respondents 
were reduced due to lack of intimate language knowledge.
There were also cases of refusal and non co-operation in the Calvia case study as the 
government had changed since the majority of implementation of the policy had taken place. To 
counter this problem, the Spanish Tourist Board and the Councillor for Tourism and Foreign 
Citizens in Calvia was approached for a letter of support for the research which facilitated the 
support of the current local government employees for the research and aided in having them 
supply contacts for additional key personnel from the previous government to fill out the 
questionnaire and participate in the interview process (see appendix I & J). In the case of Malta, 
there were no issues of non-cooperation.
4.7 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined the methodology used to collect and analyse data for the 
identification of barriers for the effective implementation of ST policy. The following chapters 
examine the results obtained during the field work and discuss barriers and mitigation 
strategies for ST policy implementation.
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CHAPTER 5 
Findings: Degree of Academic Consensus
5.0 Introduction
The following stage in this research was to obtain input by way of a questionnaire from the 
academic community who had written about ST policy. The purpose of this questionnaire was 
two-fold. First, to determine if the barriers to implementing ST policy that had been found in the 
literature review were comprehensive or if any information needed to be added to the research 
methodology, either because it had been missed or because it had not been addressed by the 
literature. Second, to assess the degree of consensus among academics as to successful ST 
policy implementation and the barriers to this. As academics are seen as experts and often 
shape or determine theoretical applications of ST, the author wished to determine if there was 
agreement on what had been extracted from the literature review. The author also wished to 
discover what extent the authors surveyed supported each other through determining the level 
of consensus.
5.1 Methodological application
A search of the academic literature for articles on ST policy and tourism policy using three 
search engines: BIDS, INGENTA and Science Direct in three time frames was undertaken to 
allow for search differences and new articles to come up. Searches occurred in October, 2003, 
December, 2003 and January, 2004. Results (table 5.1) were then cross-referenced for 
duplication of article, duplication of author and academic relevance (not grey literature: e.g. a 
White Paper written for the EU was not classified as an academic article).
Table 5.1- Results of Article Retrieved
Name of search engine Number of articles retrieved 
-  sustainable tourism policy
Number of articles retrieved 
-tourism policy
BIDS 70 articles 349 articles
SCIENCE DIRECT 39 articles 400 articles
INGENTA 75 articles 257 articles
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From the searches and cross referencing, 97 authors were found to be relevant to the search 
and represented a number of different journals. Of the 97 authors, 28 email addresses of 
authors could not be found or were incorrect when email tested, reducing the sample size to 69 
authors. The questionnaires were emailed out in two batches, the first in January, 2004 and the 
second in June 2004. The initial letter and questionnaire (appendix D), was supplemented, 
where necessary by two additional email reminders sent out to solicit a higher response rate. 
The overall response rate was 58% (40 questionnaires). Academic responses were from 12 
countries and 15 journals were represented in the responses (table 5.2).
Table 5.2 -  Nationality of Respondents
Nationality of respondent Freauencv
United Kingdom 9
Australia 8
USA 7
Canada 6
Greece 2
New Zealand 2
Cyprus 1
France 1
Hong Kong 1
Netherlands 1
Singapore 1
Turkey 1
The responses were seen to be representative as the largest number of English speaking 
tourism academics and published materials on ST have been from the UK, Canada, USA and 
Australia. This distribution is similar to the literature used in the secondary research. It should 
also be noted that a number of academics, although from one country, often research 
worldwide and articles found in the search were discussions of case studies or studies 
conducted in Europe, South Pacific, Australia, North and South America. As the field research 
carried out by the author was done in developed countries with democratic systems, the 
nationality of the respondents corresponds well with this topic as almost all are from 
democratic, developed countries.
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5.2 Main Findings
5.2.1 Characteristics of sustainable tourism
The first question asked which factors characterised or defined a ST coastal destination on a 
scale of 1-5 (where 1 = most appropriate and 5 = least appropriate). No definition was given to 
academics to explain what ST meant as it was assumed that those who had published on the 
topic would be familiar with the numerous definitions which exist. In addition, as there is no set 
definition for how ST is defined in a coastal destination, this question aimed to achieve this. 
Results showed a variety of key characteristics which defined a ST coastal destination.
Table 5.3 -  Academic Response: Defining a Sustainable Tourism Destination
A B C D E F
Q: In your opinion, what 
are the key elements that 
CHARACTERISE or 
DEFINE a coastal 
sustainable tourism  
destination?
Most
appropriate
2 nd most 
appropriate neutral
2nd least 
appropriate
Least
appropriate
n
Consensus among 
stakeholders for policies or 
partnerships
40% 42% 0 11% 3% 38
A decline in tourism growth 6 % 9% 37% 26% 23% 35
Established protection of 
natural and cultural assets 76% 19% 2 % 0 2 % 37
Equitable distribution of 
benefits between local and 
external
33% 2 1 % 27% 15% 5% 39
Local Community 
involvement in tourism 
management
61% 29% 5% 5% 0 38
Long term planning 
implemented 61% 32% 3% 3% 3% 38
Established education and 
training standards 2 1 % 40% 32% 5% 3% 38
Use of autonomous public 
agencies 2 0 % 43% 23% 14% 0 35
Zoning regulations 37% 42% 5% 13% 3% 38
Profits retained by foreign 
investors 3% 6 % 6 % 17% 72% 36
Resource benchmarking 
tools established 43% 23% 29% 6 % 0 35
Control of tourist numbers 24% 34% 29% 13% 0 38
Effective spatial planning 
that uses IA 59% 27% 9% 3% 3%
34
The largest factor considered very appropriate was identified as the established protection of 
natural and cultural assets (76%). Other high consensus areas included local community 
involvement (61%), long term planning (61%) and effective spatial planning that uses impact
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assessment criteria (59%). In much of the literature about ST it is said that tourism must be 
equitable (Bramwell & Lane, 1993a, CTO, 1998,) yet only 33% of the survey respondents 
identified this as very important. A divide in respondents was clearly evident as to what role 
tourist growth played. More than half (58%) thought that control of tourist numbers was the 
most and second most appropriate on the scale yet only 49% thought that a decline in tourist 
growth was the least or second least appropriate on the scale therefore offering the possibility 
that a destination can still be sustainable with mass numbers. There were a few options on 
which respondents did not have any degree of consensus: use of autonomous public agencies, 
equitable distribution of wealth and resource benchmarking. This could be due to different 
destinations having diverse government systems or benchmarking measures. In addition, 
perhaps respondents lacked understanding of what these terms could include.
5.2.2 Influential factors for implementing policy
The next question wished to determine what factors are responsible for implementing policy. 
There was a degree of consensus about what were the most influential factors in implementing 
ST policy. All respondents noted that knowledge of ST by the implementing body was the most 
influential factor (58%) or the second most influential (37%). The other main consensus was the 
support by local government (63% most influential). Also 4 respondents identified support by 
local government as the single most important factor (indicated by an * on the questionnaire 
showing which they believed was the most important). There was also a high percentage of 
respondents who rated funding (36% most effective, 46% second most effective), consultation 
and participation by local community (49% most effective, 36% second most effective), and 
support by regional government (24% most effective, 53% second most effective), as highly 
influential. One additional note (added into the optional ‘other factors’) made by two 
respondents was absence of government corruption. As a result, this was added to the private 
sector and local government questionnaire.
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Table 5.4 - Academic response: Implementing ST policy
Q: Which of the following do 
you believe are the most 
influential factors in 
IMPLEMENTING sustainable 
tourism policy?
Most
effective
2 nd most 
effective 3rd
4 th Least
effective
Number of 
respondents
Int'l vs. domestic ownership of 
facilities 29% 17% 46% 11% 23% 35
Funding/expenditure ($ for policy 
imp) 36% 46% 13% 5% 0 39
Number of measurement and 
control tools
18% 13% 45% 24% 0 38
Consultation and part by local 
community 49% 36% 15% 0 0 39
Knowledge of ST by 
implementing body 59% 38% 0 3% 0 37
Support by local government 63% 18% 16% 3% 0 38
Support by regional government 24% 53% 2 1 % 3% 0 38
Support by national government 29% 42% 26% 3% 0 38
Consumer demand for ST* 2 1 % 40% 24% 13% 3% 38
Established control measures 
(LAC) 32% 46% 14% 8 % 0 37
Incentives/grant schemes to 
facilities to become more 
sustainable
24% 47% 19% 8 % 3% 38
Interpretation and info 
programmes for tourists and 
iocals
26% 44% 23% 8 % 0 39
The most important factors in influencing ST policy implementation that were identified did not 
complement the opposing question about barriers. Knowledge of ST by an implementing body 
was affirmed by 97% (most and second most effective) of respondents answering the first 
question yet the opposing factor -  lack of skill or knowledge by implementing staff about ST 
was only identified by 26% of respondents as one of the key barriers (table 5.6).
5.2.3 Enforcing sustainable tourism policy
The highest consensus for an effective way of enforcing ST policy was achieved by zoning, 
noted by 51% of respondents. Other factors were varied, with a low consensus although 51% of 
respondents also said setting Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) was the second most 
important way of enforcing policy implementation. There was no strong agreement on ways to 
enforce ST policy, perhaps because there are few case studies where this has been 
determined in practice. This may also be the case because there was also no clear consensus 
on who should pay for or monitor ST policy.
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Table 5.5- Academic response: Enforcing ST policy implementation
Q: Which of the following do 
you believe are effective ways of 
ENFORCING sustainable 
tourism policy implementation? 
n=39
Most
effective
2 nd most 
effective 3rd
4 th
Least
most
effective
Number of 
respondents
Zoning regulations 51% 36% 10% 3% 0 39
Taxation structure 18% 46% 10% 3% 0 39
Setting visitor flows 23% 23% 39% 15% 0 39
Measuring accountability of 
stakeholders 13% 32% 32% 16% 8 % 38
Settling LAC 18% 51% 18% 10% 3% 39
PR or mkg to highlight policy 11% 29% 32% 18% 11% 38
As table 5.11 states, what is agreed on is who should enforce ST policy, with 61% saying local 
government should be most responsible but as seen here in table 5.5 there are a number of 
enforcement methods. The reason for the range of enforcement methods suggested may stem 
from the lack of ability to identify working models in practice. When asked ‘Do you know of any 
coastal mass tourism destinations that have IMPLEMENTED SIGNIFICANT STEPS toward 
sustainability or that could be considered best practices?’, 40% of respondents did not identify 
any location with a further 8% saying that they did not believe any mass tourism resorts had 
made any significant steps. Of the remaining 52% who identified destinations, 18% identified 
areas that were not mass tourism or were specific hotels, entire countries or non-mass tourism 
destinations. Some respondents said they did not know of any destination that had made 
substantial steps, had ‘seen little evidence’, or thought what had been identified as ST was 
untrue.
5.2.4 Barriers to sustainable tourism policy implementation 
Barriers to effective implementation ST policy are the key elements for this thesis and to 
determine if the author had identified these correctly, academics were asked to tick the five 
most important reasons listed as being barriers (table 5.6).
89
Table 5.6 -  Academics barriers to implementing sustainable tourism policy
Barriers to implementing sustainable tourism policy n=39 Response rate
Higher priority is given to economic forces rather than environmental and social 
conservation
6 6 %
Economic priority (e.g. economics is ranked higher than environmental or social concerns 62%
Ambiguity of policy 54%
Lack of support/involvement of stakeholders 54%
Lack of coordination between government bodies 41%
Lack of enforcement of policy criteria 41%
Lack of understanding/ awareness of ST 38%
Lack of money 38%
Lack of established control measures 36%
Investment was attracted before policy was implemented (lack of planning) 33%
Lack of skill/knowledge by staff 26%
Lack of integration into wider policies 18%
Destination is still in growth stage 5%
Other: Lack of community involvement 5%
The list of barriers had two tests within it to record the focus of respondents. The tests were 
undertaken to ‘ensure appropriate level of understanding of the respondents’ and to make sure 
that the question was not worded in a way that could be interpreted differently by respondents 
(Sekaran, 2003:239). First was that the destination was still in the growth stage -  this was an 
added factor not in the literature and the low response rate (5%) showed it was not relevant. 
The second was a duplicate answer to test the focus of respondents, economic priority (e.g. 
economics is ranked higher than environmental or social concerns) and higher priority is given 
to economic and marketing forces rather than environmental and social conservation. Both 
answers scored high and therefore the level of response consistency was high. Ambiguity and 
lack of stakeholder support were the next most common barriers, scoring 54% each. Two of 
the respondents noted that “lack of community involvement” was missing from the list. This is 
acknowledged by the author, however it is believed that the local community is a stakeholder 
and was therefore already included in the list of barriers.
The next question was open ended and asked which barrier was the most important. The most 
common answers were reference to short term economic priority of governments with 17% 
(6/34) of respondents or lack of stakeholder involvement/ support of stakeholders 15% (5/34) 
(table 5.8). Additional responses were ‘government instability (2) and ‘political issues (distrust)’ 
(1), both of which had been identified in the literature but with few references, as was the case 
with the academic findings. These were noted and political instability/distrust was added to the 
field work questionnaire.
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Table 5.7 - Academic response: Most important barrier
Q: In your opinion, which do you feel to be the most important barrier? 
n=34 No of responses
short term profit management objectives -  economic priority 6
lack of support from stakeholders 5
lack of integration 4
lack of understanding of ST 4
lack of established control measures 3
Lack of coordination (institutional fragmentation) 3
Not involving community in whole process 2
Government instability 2
Political issues 1
Lack of funding 1
Varies with the location 1
5.2.5 Who should be responsible for policy?
The next section of the questionnaire dealt with whom respondents believed should be primarily 
responsible for different elements of ST policy. This section will be compared later to 
stakeholders in each case study for a triangulated approach (chapter 9). Half of respondents 
(51%) believed that local government should be responsible for implementing ST policy in a 
destination. Although respondents saw a responsibility for the national and regional 
governments, it was largely seen as supportive (4th and 5th place) rather than as lead (1st 
place) (see table 5.8).
Table 5.8 - Academic response: Implementing ST policy
Q: Who do you think  
should be responsible 
for IMPLEMENTING  
sustainable tourism  
policy? n=35
Primary (1) 
responsible
2
responsible 3 4 5 Irrelevant
National government 6 0 5 7 15 1
Regional government 4 9 3 15 3 0
local government 18 10 6 1 0 0
Industry 3 8 12 6 4 1
local community 4 8 9 2 5 4
no one - leave it to market 
forces 2 0 0 0 2 1
The finding that there was such a strong feeling by respondents that local government should 
be responsible for the implementation is reinforced by the results to another question of 
whether a national ST policy can be effective without local level collaboration (table 5.9). 
Eighty-seven percent of respondents felt it could not (table 5.9). An interesting note is that 11% 
(4/35) of respondents said that the local community was irrelevant in implementing policy and in 
an earlier question identifying factors for successful implementation of policy (table 5.4), almost
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all agreed (81% 1st and 2nd most appropriate) that there was a need for the local community to 
be involved. This suggests that a small growth of 11-15% is probably being consistent in their 
reference of taking local level as important.
5.2.6 Who should pay, monitor and enforce ST policy implementation?
Although a general ranking technique was used in this question, only the primarily responsible 
are shown here for parsimony purposes. With regard to who should pay for ST policy 
implementation at a destination, the largest number of respondents said it should be left to the 
consumer (29%) or all should share costs (29%).
Table 5.9- Academic response: Paying for sustainable tourism policy
Q: Who do you think should PAY for 
sustainable tourism policy? N= 34
Primary (1) responsible
National government 4
Regional government 1
local government 4
Industry 5
local community 0
Consumer 10
no one - leave it to market forces 0
all should share costs 10
When looking at who should monitor ST policy, 35% (12/34) respondents declared that local 
government should play this role, however, there was no clear overriding majority in any 
category (see table 5.10).
Table 5.10 -  Academic response: Monitoring sustainable tourism policy
Q: Who do you think should MONITOR  
sustainable tourism policy? n=34
Primary (1) responsible
National government 7
Regional government 8
local government 12
Industry 3
local community 3
Consumer 1
With regard to enforcing ST policy (table 5.11), there was a consensus with 55% (20/36) of 
respondents who said local government should be responsible for enforcing ST policy. With 
this as the leading sector to be primary responsible, the second most responsible was seen as 
the regional government, followed by the national government. There was no strong agreement 
on any of these questions by respondents which may suggest that it will depend on the
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destination at hand. In addition, a few respondents ranked all the answers in each question but 
many only ranked those they believed should be most responsible, thus results are not 
comparable or consistent.
Table 5.11 - Academic response: Enforcing sustainable tourism policy
Q: Who do you think should ENFORCE sustainable 
tourism policy? n=36
Primary (1) responsible
National government 8
Regional government 6
local government 20
Industry 1
local community 1
Consumer 0
no one - leave it to market forces 0
5.2.7 National effectiveness without local control?
One area where almost all respondents were in agreement was question #10 (table 5.12), 
where 87% of respondents agreed that national level ST policy could not be effective without 
local level support.
Table 5.12 -  Academic Response -National ST policy effective without local level collaboration?
Q: Do you believe a national ST policy can be effective 
without local level collaboration n=39
% of 
responses
No 87%
Depends on form of governance but usually needs local 
collaboration
3%
In military dictatorships it is possible 3%
In some cases it might work 3%
Opposing answers admitted that it may depend on the form of governance such as “only 
possible in a military dictatorship” (table 5.12). This answer is interesting as it can be concluded 
from the literature review that there are more international codes of conduct or treaties about 
ST involving national governments, with few examples of local destination involvement (chapter 
4).
5.2.8 Mitigation strategies to overcome barriers
There was a high degree of optimism about how to overcome barriers to implementing ST 
policies and these are noted in table 5.13. Many of the mitigation strategies directly relate to 
the barriers noted earlier but may be difficult to define in practice. “More resources" may come 
in many different forms and “integration into wider frameworks” may overlap with other barriers 
such as “awareness of ST", or “involvement of stakeholders”. Greater inclusion of the local
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community in policy implementation (38%), more resources (35%) and integration into wider 
policy framework (43%) were seen as successful ways to overcome barriers. In the literature, 
there is a lot of discussion on benchmarking and monitoring of ST. Conversely, from these 
responses it could be suggested that integration into wider policy frameworks and greater 
community inclusion in policy making are more important as primary issues. Strategies to 
overcome barriers are difficult to determine as resolutions could depend entirely upon which 
barriers are to be overcome. This question was more general in nature to determine if there 
was any consensus as to mitigation strategies of which policy implementers should be aware.
Table 5.13 - Academic response: Strategies to overcome barriers
Q: W hat do you believe could be strategies to overcome barriers? Most successful
Participation by all stakeholders 50%
Integration of policy into wider framework 43%
Greater include of local community in policy implementation 38%
More allocation of resources to sustainability projects ($) 35%
Accountability to specific objectives 25%
Setting a code of practice (benchmarks) 20%
Greater inclusion of private industry in policy development 23%
Higher control overall by implementers (audits, etc) 23%
Greater inclusion of NGOs in policy development 20%
More responsibility to private industry in policy implementation 10%
More responsibility to NGO in policy implementation 10%
5.3 Simplicity and limitations of the questionnaire
As with any questionnaire, there were a number of limitations which need to be discussed.
First, there were a large number of academics who did not answer all the questions or only 
circled a few answers for each question. This could mean that only two or three factors were 
believed relevant by the respondent and not answering all the questions may be because 
respondents were not familiar with the content of some questions. The reason for this 
assumption is that many almost half of all respondents (48%) did not identify any destinations in 
practice that were making significant steps towards ST in mass coastal destinations and 
therefore may not be familiar with the specifics of policy. Alternatively, the bulk of the literature 
written about ST and ST policy only refers to a conceptual framework or prescriptive approach 
rather than a descriptive or practical approach or evaluation of implementation which may 
explain the unfamiliarity of academics.
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A second limitation was the nature of the questionnaire itself. The majority of the questions 
were general, referring to ST in mass tourism coastal destinations. However, in reality, these 
types of destinations vary from place to place and country to country. Some respondents noted 
that it was difficult to answer the questionnaire as they believed it was necessary for specific 
details for a specific destination to be explained in more detail. The respondents were located 
worldwide, and a perspective from the coastal zone in Australia might be very different to one 
from Cyprus. Although some respondents did mention this, the majority did not write any 
comments on the questionnaire.
A third limitation was that the questionnaire was conducted via email and some respondents 
had difficulty with the formatting of the questionnaire. Some responses may have been omitted 
due to the problem of formatting. The final limitation was the large number of respondents who 
interchanged coastal zone management with that of greater destination sustainability; 15% 
referred to coastal zone management as a key priority or gave examples of destinations which 
had implemented zoning legislation only. As sustainability must refer to economic, social and 
environmental factors, there are perhaps destinations which have addressed some concerns 
but very few which have looked at ST as an integrated core value and policy of the destination, 
thereby encompassing all destination aspects, apart from just the coast.
5.4 Conclusion
The responses by academics were interesting yet contained no surprises to the researcher. 
Results indicated that although the concept of ST is popular in the literature, it is not often found 
in practice and is difficult to define at best. The questionnaire supported the view that it is 
difficult to determine policy specifics. Although the literature inferred that policy is the answer to 
achieving sustainability in a tourism destination, there were few academics who believed they 
had enough knowledge in this area to respond to the questions fully and give specific feedback. 
In addition, although a great deal of literature is written about the general conceptual 
framework, there was a divide between academics who thought questions could only be 
answered in a specific context and those who answered in general terms. Key observations of 
this chapter are:
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■ There is only modest consensus as to who should be responsible for implementing, 
paying for and monitoring ST policy
■ There was varied identification of key barriers to implement ST policy, however, all 
responses were in-line with the author’s clustering process (chapter 4)
■ The majority of academics believe that local level collaboration is necessary for 
effective national ST policy to be effective
■ It is difficult to discuss ST policy at a generic level as. most authors believed a specific 
definition or destination needed to be identified to provide policy recommendations.
■ A large number of respondents did not know of a destination or did not believe there 
were any which had made progress with regard to ST policy implementation thereby 
substantiating the argument that there is a large gap between theory and practice 
(chapter 2)
From the responses to this questionnaire sent out to academics who had contributed to the 
literature, it can be concluded that the literature review had incorporated relevant thoughts, as 
there were few additions to the question responses. One exception to this was within the 
identification of barriers where 5% (2/40) believed that “lack of local community involvement” 
was missing from the list of barriers. The author believes that the local community was covered 
under the term “stakeholder”. In addition, government instability or political issues was noted as 
the most important barrier by 8% (3/34) respondents which were not in the questionnaire choice 
even though it was identified in the clustering. The barrier is noted by the author and was 
included in the case study questionnaires to see if practitioners in the field believed it to be 
important.
The information in this chapter shows that the literature review has covered the main areas of 
policy barriers, but also shows the limited consensus among academics with regard to ST 
policy implementation. This may be due to the lack of practical ‘real life’ good practices of mass 
coastal tourism ST policies. Therefore the author believes that is it is necessary to focus this 
research on the operational level, where policy is implemented to gain a greater understanding 
of the barriers and possible solutions to policy implementation. The following chapter discusses 
the background of the two field case studies where the adoptions of ST policies have taken 
place.
96
CHAPTER 6 
Case Study Background
“Even when the elements and processes of sustainability are identified and 
understood, there is still no guarantee that it will be practiced in destination areas" 
(Butler, 1999:20).
6.0 Introduction
While many resorts do not have specific sustainability measures in their development or 
management policies (if they even have policies), there are a few examples of destinations that 
have implemented such measures. One such is Calvia, located in Mallorca, Spain which 
includes the leading resort area of Magaluf/Palma Nova. Another is the island of Malta, which 
includes the resort areas of Mellehia and Bugibba. Since the 1960’s parts of Southern Europe 
have developed as a mass tourism pleasure periphery for Northern Europe. The Mediterranean 
is the biggest tourism region in the world, accounting for approximately 1/3 of all international 
arrivals -  220 million visitors per year (Yunis, 2000). Spain is the second most popular tourist 
destination in the world and attracted 55.7 million international visitors in 2002 (7.4% of total 
international arrivals) and $33.6 USD billion in tourist receipts (WTO, 2003). Of this number to 
Spain, Calvia attracts approximately 3% (1.6 million) of Spain’s total arrivals. Malta is a smaller 
destination but still attracts approximately 1 million visitors a year.
The two case studies were chosen to examine sustainable policy implementation within the 
destination context. The first case study, Calvia, is often quoted as the most successful 
example of a mass tourism destination (WTO, 2000, Yunis, 2000, UNEP/ICLEI, 2003) which 
has implemented a ST policy. Calvia has received numerous awards and many visitors wishing 
to learn more about the municipality’s experience and although there have been setbacks, 
many have regarded Calvia as a best practice example (Alegre, & Juaneda, (no date), Hunter- 
Jones et al., 1997, WTO, 2001, Vera Rebolla & Vars Baidal, 2003). The municipality received 
the European Union’s 1997 Sustainable Town Prize; the Green Globe award (in 1998); the 
prize for the Ecological Commune in Spain in 1999 and the UNEP Sustainable Summit 
Business Award for Sustainable Development Partnerships in 2002.
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The other case study is Malta, which although has not having had as much international 
recognition, has completed a carrying capacity study and currently has a ST policy which 
outlines its plans for tourism.
This chapter outlines the basic characteristics of the case studies used in this research, 
beginning with a comparison of the two cases, followed by a background and general tourism 
overview, policy details and the status of ST policy achievement to date in each destination.
6.1 Comparison of Destinations
Both the Balearic Island region of Calvia and Malta can be seen as archetypal examples of 
package-holiday mass tourism and like many Mediterranean second generation resorts they 
have typically experienced over-development, environmental damage, over-dependence on the 
tour operator and marketing dependant on pricing (Knowles & Curtis, 1999). Both islands 
receive a high economic contribution from tourism and both have faced economic decline in the 
recent past through a decline in tourism numbers. Both Calvia and Malta have been tour 
operator dependant with their two main markets being the UK and Germany and the majority of 
their visitors coming for the 3 S experience. Both destinations were developed heavily on an 
ad-hoc basis during the 1960’s and 1970’s which has resulted in unplanned tourism resorts and 
environmental and social degradation. On a political level, both destinations are democratic and 
have a polarised government (two main political parties which compete fiercely for power). A 
notable difference between the two case studies is that Calvia’s ST policy was implemented by 
a local government and Malta’s by national government. Spain’s regions, of which the Balearic 
Islands are one, have a high degree of autonomy. Malta has two levels of government, national 
and local, whereas Spain has three: local, regional and national.
6.2 Calvia
6.2.1 Description of tourism industry
Calvia offers many positives from a tourism perspective. It has good accessibility (frequent and 
inexpensive air two hours from major European cities and frequent ferry service to mainland 
Spain), good infrastructure and a high degree of investment in tourism. Calvia has a resident
98
population of 42,000, embraces six tourist zones with 54 kilometres of coastline, 27 beaches 
and 120,000 tourist units (Govern de les Illes Balears, 2003). One of the most popular 
Mediterranean summer resorts, approximately 1.6 million tourists visit Calvia annually, mainly 
between May and September. This equates to approximately 20% of the annual visitors of 
Mallorca (6.2 million visitors).
Figure 6.1 -  Map of Balearic Islands
MarMeditefr&iee
Source: Ajuntament de Calvia (2003)
6.2.2 Economic impact
Calvia’s largest industry is tourism and 95% of jobs in 2002 (15,000) were directly or indirectly 
related to tourism. Total tourism income amounted to 860 million Euros. (UNEP/ICLEI, 2003: 
34). By 1997, the average family income level has reached 130% of the national and 105% of 
the European levels. Unemployment was lower than the national average at 8.5% (Ayuntament 
de Calvia, 1997:32)
6.2.3 Social and environmental impacts
In 1960’s, Calvia had a population of 3,000 residents, 6,800 units and 112 tourist 
establishments. By 1997, there were 35,000 registered residents and approximately 50,000 de 
facto residents, 120,000 tourist beds and 256 tourist establishments. In the early 1990’s, there 
was a steady drop in socio-economic status (Ajuntament de Calvia, 1997) partially due to the 
fact that in the main tourist season, July and August, there are 5 times as many tourists than 
permanent residents. This increase led to many things. First, until the 1950’s Calvia was 
relatively poor, today Calvia is Spain’s richest municipality and one of the richest in Europe. 
Although the richest municipality today, it has the lowest level of education in Spain, which itself 
has the lowest in Europe. There have been immense social and environmental pressures (table
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6.1) which have arisen from the increase in tourist and residential increases.
Table 6.1 Calvia’s environmental and social pressures documented in 1995
Water. ■ There was a scarcity of rainfall (65 hm3/year) 
which was subject to heavy pressures by tourist 
consumption. The annual water consumption 
amounted to 10hm3 (130 litres per day by resident 
and 160 litres per day by tourist -  1995 statistic)
■ 30% of the water used in Calvia comes from local 
underground water which is being overdrawn
Energy: ■ Annual consumption of primary energy in Calvia 
amount to 72,000 TEP/year, of which only 2% is 
renewable.
■ Consumption was 6.47 kwh per res/day and 2.14 
kwh per tourist per one night stay in a hotel
Transport: ■ Emissions of carbon dioxide equalled 1,400,000 
tonnes (58% due to transporting tourists).
■ There were 70 million journeys per year (1995 
statistic) and tourists account for 50 million of these 
journeys and are a major cause of traffic 
congestion
■ Lack of public transport (bus in only used for 18% 
of journeys). Residents use cars for 95% of 
journeys
Urban waste: ■ In 1995 Calvia produced 41,000 tonnes of urban 
waste (and 190,000 tonnes of debris and inert 
material -  approximately 1.25 kg per resident/day 
and 1 kg per tourist per day). Options for disposal 
were limited.
Land Use: ■ Over 60% of C alvia’s territory was affected by soil 
erosion
■ There was continuous land occupation by 
urbanisation and development of new infrastructure 
damage done by quarries and waste dumps and 
devastation by forest fire
■ 57% of archaeological heritage were at high risk of 
deterioration
Social: ■ There has been high immigration and low social 
integration
■ Lowest education standard in Spain
■ Lack of trained skilled professionals (majority of 
employment are waiters and house cleaners)
(Ayuntament de Calvia, 1997, p. 16-22)
6.2.4 Political description
Calvia’s government is made up of two Spanish political parties: the Partido Socialista Obrero 
Espanol (PSOE) and the Partido Popular (PP). “The PSOE supports universal public services, 
national parks and cooperation between public and private sectors. The PP believes in 
privatisation and would be quite happy to see restrictions on development removed” (Carala, 
1997: no page). In addition, there are three tiers to Mallorcan government -  the National 
Spanish Government in Madrid, the Autonomous Island Government in the capital of Mallorca -
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Palma -  and local municipalities such as Calvia. From the adoption of the ST policy in Calvia 
until 2003, the local level government in Calvia was the PSOE. The government changed in 
May, 2003 to the PP and in 2004, the National government changed to the PSOE.
6.2.5 Movement towards Sustainable Tourism in the Balearics
For a long time, the Balearic Islands were seen as a model based on value, price competition 
and standardisation of the holiday experience (CIITIB, 2002). Sun, sea and sand have been the 
main focus and there has historically been a heavy reliance on tour operators for distribution 
(Serra Cantallops, no date: 2). The reasons for the islands to move towards ST were partially 
based on their model. Calvia was built up in the 1960’s and quickly developed over the 
following two decades, only, 20 years later (1990’s), the problems of badly coordinated 
development, unlimited construction, growth and unsustainable use of natural resources were 
clearly evident (Ajuntament de Calvia, 2001:4). Since the early 1990’s, the islands have been 
affected by the following which has led them to explore some ST options:
■ increased competition from other destinations (Canaries, Turkey, Greece, and Tunisia),
■ decline in tourism numbers,
■ a movement towards independent tourism (including the effect of the liberalisation of 
low cost airlines),
■ the image of Mallorca declining (seen as overdeveloped with reduced perceived 
attractiveness from the mass marketing of areas such as Magaluf),
■ increased pressure on natural resources (CIITIB, 2002)
6.2.6 Other related issues that link or contribute to ST policy
The decrease of tourism numbers in Calvia as well as the Balearic Islands as a whole prompted 
regulations and efforts to move towards addressing the problems of the degradation of the 
island environment, deterioration of social systems and facilities and the threat of further 
tourism decline.
Calvia Plan for Tourist Excellence: The first such effort to modernise, improve and diversify 
tourism was the Balearic Autonomous Community, in cooperation with the municipalities. In 
1990, the Calvia Plan for Tourist Excellence was developed to target the threat of decline. This 
plan included building clearance to regain open space, attempts to offset the seasonal nature of 
tourism and training and employment (Employment Promotion Service (SIPE)) (UNEP/ICLEI,
2003).
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A series of legislative acts were passed to attempt to achieve these aims:
The Cladera Act I & II: In the early 1990’s the Cladera Act I made it compulsory for new hotels 
to have 30 m2 of green area for every hotel bed. Cladera Act II increased this amount to 60m2. 
POOT (Plan D’Ordenacio de L’Oferta Turistica): An urban plan introduced in the early 1990’s 
set out rules for tourism resorts to guarantee ‘quality’ in tourism development. Limits to hotel 
capacity expansion were established and concepts such as carrying capacity were introduced.
It was the first attempt in Spain to regulate and rationalise the tourism offer at a resort level. 
Hotel Modernisation Plan: This plan followed the POOT and established a set of hotel 
equipment requirements that all establishments should abide by (i.e. making older hotels invest 
in modernising their facilities).
The Balearics Tourism Law: Passed at the end of the 1990’s, its aims were two-fold: to 
prevent over development of tourism hotel capacity and increasing quality of tourism facilities.
According to this law, all new hotel development should have at least a 4* quality rating level. 
These initiatives were mainly focused on the industry supply side rather than the sustainability 
of the destination as a whole and they did not involve the host community at all (Serra 
Cantallops: no date). However, these attempts did not have enough impact on the growing 
problems as the issues were greater than just seasonality and old buildings, and awareness of 
the following negative consequences of tourism became apparent:
■ deterioration in living surroundings and the environment
■ loss of heritage
■ loss in tourism attractiveness, drop in tourist consumption
■ decline in population standard of living (UNEP/ICLEI, 2003:35)
In 1995 a decision was taken to promote an overall long-term strategy through the preparation 
of LA21 according to the guidelines of the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992 and the fifth programme 
of the EU (1992). LA21 is a framework used by destinations to implement tourism with 
sustainability principles (see chapter 3). In 1995, the Town Council of Calvia decided to 
approve new urban plans and adopt a model for sustainable development and Calvia’s LA21 
long term strategy set out to reshape the destination’s approach to tourism development. The 
Town Council drew up an ‘Initial Document’ which was circulated and discussed with local 
groups and representatives. This Document was largely developed because it became 
apparent that sectoral objectives and actions had limitations and that strategies needed to be 
medium to long-term and integrated into wider economic, social, territorial and environmental
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actions. Environmental factors emerged as the key aspects for the area’s sustainable 
development (Ajuntament de Calvia, 1997)
The LA21 for Calvia defined the program as the “Complete Rehabilitation Setting” and targeted 
natural heritage conservation, modernisation of the tourist sector and restoration of existing 
heritage (Ayuntament de Calvia, 1997:2). The LA21 curative aim was to tackle the problem of 
uncontrolled growth and to “restore the resort and surrounding landscape, to limit the increase 
in the number of beds, to demolish unsuitable facilities, to improve the quality of amenities and 
to develop appropriate products” (UNEP/ICLEI, 2003:13). Some of the principles of Calvia’s 
LA21 were to consult and inform the wider community, engage the customer (tour operator and 
visitor) and encourage initiatives from others in addition to the local authority. It also aimed to 
ensure sustainability was integrated into the overall policies and actions of an area.
In May 1998, a proposal of 40 actions and 15 key points was published which became part of a 
Citizens forum. A new structure (not just an environmental department) was created to support 
the structure The methodology used was the method of alternative settings which analysed the 
initial situation, the perspective situation (if no action were taken and present trends and 
development continued) and the completely restored setting (one that would be reached if 
building and population growth were to be controlled.
The criteria outlined in the Plan were:
■ an integrated conceptual approach to local development
■ consideration of the basic concepts of sustainability in tourist destinations (and the 
need to adapt to new tourist demands carrying capacity and defining limits of 
acceptable change)
■ consideration of time and seasonality and the analysis of Calvia’s evolution
■ an overall analysis of local and island space
■ participatory and open working methods (using experts, citizens forum, and information 
to the general public)
■ specific lines of action, initiatives and working programs
(Ayuntament de Calvia, 1997)
The priorities were defined by a Citizens’ Forum using a voting system (for the 10 strategic lines 
of action and 40 initiatives). Social participation was one of the fundamental aims of the LA21 
approach and comprised the following:
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■ Management Committee of the Council (Chaired by the Mayor)
■ Group of Experts (Special Commission of Academics, Scientists and others - provided 
methodologies and scientific rigour)
■ Citizens Forum (was an open consultation council with participation from 150 citizens 
who met, debated opinions and provided references for local interest
■ Thematic Commission -  an average of 30 participants evaluated theme based 
questions with different spatial effects on the municipality
■ People consultation which begun in 1997 under the slogan ‘Mission Possible’ (an 
evaluation survey of the 10 Lines of Action and 40 Initiatives of the Action Plan). The 
household opinion survey was conducted after the Consultation period then the final 
document was drawn up. There was an involvement by 30% of the adult population 
(Ajuntament de Calvia, 2001:6)
6.2.7 Objectives set out by LA21 policy
The strategy was integrated into wider sectors and the Balearic Autonomous Community at 
large. A new Balearic law for Calvia was set out in 1998 to limit accommodation growth, restore 
existing hotels and to protect 40% of the natural areas. The objectives of the LA21 plan 
consisted of 10 strategic lines of action, 40 initiatives (see appendix K for a list of the 40 
initiatives).
The 10 lines of action set in motion are:
1. To contain the human pressure, to limit the growth and favour the comprehensive 
restoration of the territory and its littoral.
2. To favour the integration, cohabitation and the quality of life of the resident population.
3. To maintain the land and sea natural heritage and promote the creation of a tourist and 
regional eco-tax with environmental purpose.
4. To recover the historical, cultural and natural heritage.
5. To promote the comprehensive restoration of the residential and tourist population 
centres.
6. To improve Calvia as a tourist destination: substitute growth by sustainable quality, to 
find out the increase of expenses per visitor and try to balance the tourist season.
7. To improve the public transport and favour the services for passers-by and bicyclists 
between and inside the population centres.
8. To introduce a sustainable management in the key environmental sectors: water, 
energy and waste products.
9. To invest in human and knowledge resources, to invigorate and diversify the economic 
system.
10. To innovate the local government and to extend the capacity of state assisted public- 
private investment. (Ayuntament de Calvia, 1997)
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There were originally 27 fields of reference and 750 indicators in order to allow study and 
evaluation however this was then modified to a more manageable 40 indicators with a 1 -10 
indicator value (see appendix L).
6.2.8 Funding allocated towards policy and sources
Only some financial information was available. From 1993 - 1996 investments amounted to 4.6 
million pesetas, 30% covered by supra-municipal resources. Financing was obtained from the 
Excellency Plans promoted by the ‘Secretariat de Turismo’ of the Ministry of Tourism and 
Calvia Council. Funding included
■ first phase and contract: 10 million pesetas
■ analysis of quality and perceptions: 5 million pesetas
■ study phase: 60 million pesetas
■ environmental education: 5 million pesetas
6.2.9 Time period of policy and provision for extensions
In 1995, the Council drew up the Initial Document which was then circulated and discussed. In 
1996 a framework agreement (called the Document for Debate and Action Plan) was signed by 
representative trade unions on a social action plan for training and employment, and other 
labour related issues. In 1997 the municipality produced a technical instrument -  Calvia 2000 
(a municipal corporation for water and waste management) and in 2001 a ‘Revision of the 
Observatory and the Plan’ was undertaken to benchmark progress. The second revision is due 
to be completed in 2004/2005 by the new government.
6.2.10 Policy achievements from 1997 - 2000
Calvia attempted to integrate ST into its local management activities through several 
techniques (UNEP/ICLEI, 2003:20):
■ Planning (including spatial planning):
■ EMS (Environmental Managements Systems) and ecolabels
■ Economic instruments
■ Voluntary instruments
Some of the achievements are listed in table 6.2.
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Table 6.2 -  Calvia LA21 achievements
Planning and 
regeneration
■ de-classification law created to change land zoned for urbanisation: 1,660 acres have 
been declassified and there has been a zero increase in the number of hotels and 
apartments and a drop of 200 beds. More than 30 building clearance plan actions were 
carried out between 1993 and 2002 including actual building demolition and the 
purchase of urban plots to prevent further construction. The entire surface area of 
demolished buildings is more than 13,500 square metres and urban land saved from 
construction amounts to 50,788 square metres (see appendix M)
■ management plan for national and landscape resources
■ Magaluf and PalmaNova tourist areas upgraded by creating pedestrianised zones and 
planting trees which has improved the overall quality of the area
■ Paseo de Calvia (40 km cycling and walking path) was built linking urban centres and 
now widely used by tourists and residents alike
Environmental 
instruments and 
EMS
(Environmental
Management
Systems)
■ new regulation for mooring and anchoring in place and proposals for floating moorings 
(removable in winter) pending, to limit anchor damage and harbour congestion caused 
by boats
■ establishment of a marine park and terrestrial protected areas to protect wildlife and 
ecosystems
■ Termination of sea dredging previously used to regenerate beaches and more 
environmentally friendly measures put in place to minimise erosion
■ recycling and urban waste reduction plans implemented to ensure that 70% of all urban 
waste is separated at origin, facilitating and reducing cost of recycling effort and 
minimising land fill.
■ tax on water for conservation and awareness campaigns promoting its use and 
conservation established
■ introduction of ISO and ECOTUR standards
Economic
instruments
■ creation of an eco-tax (put in place in 2002 by the Balearic Government) but 
discontinued by the new government which came into power in May, 2003). The funds 
were used to carry out rehabilitation and regenerative projects
Voluntary
instruments
■ renovation programmes for hotels, tourist accommodations and tourist facilities 
established to upgrade quality and attract a higher yield tourist (under the Spanish 
quality plan program called ECOTUR)
■ environmental charter for marinas, harbours and anchorages was signed
Socio-cultural
instruments
■ programs to combat crime, housing, and other social issues
■ multi-cultural and social programs such as dance, underwater photography, and 
Spanish language classes established to help integrate immigrants into Mallorquin 
culture
6.2.11 Progress by 2000
Three years after the Action Plan of Calvia was introduced (1997), an evaluation and status 
report revealed an increase of human pressure had occurred despite municipal efforts to 
contain growth (table 6.3).
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Table 6.3 -  Evaluation of human pressures and environmenta factors
Human Pressure 1995 2000 %
Resident population 43,310 52,630 24%
Maximum tourist/day 112,930 122,963 9%
Maximum pop/day 155,240 175.593 16%
Environmental Key Factors 1997 2000 %
W ater-m ill n1/year 9,35 11,38 19%
Waste - mill kg/year 42,50 50,40 19%
Energy - mill TEP/year 31,00 36,60 16
Trips-m ill/year 70 (1995) 83 18
C 02  emissions -  Access and 
mobility 608,000 (1995) 708,000 16
Source: Ajuntament de Calvia, 2001:12
The reason for the increase in growth which jeopardised the performance of the Action Plan 
was attributed to a good economic climate and good performance of the tourist sector in the 
Balearics. As table 6.3 points out, C02 emissions increased by 15-20% and populations of both 
residents and tourists increased by (25% and 9% respectively). Of the 46 indicators 
developed, the overall balance in 2000 showed that 17 indicators (37%) improved, 13 (28%) did 
not change and 16 (35%) continued to worsen (Ajuntament de Calvia, 2001:14) in relation to 
the situation in 1997 (see appendix L). There were significant improvements to the Paseo de 
Calvia, toward integrating the community, and the recovery of heritage was seen to be 
substantial with regard to the Archaeological Park on the Puig de sa Morisca.
6.3 Malta
With a population of approximately 400,000 inhabitants, Malta is the most densely populated 
country in Europe. It has a good reputation as a safe, close and peaceful destination and the 
islands, made up of Malta, Gozo and Comino, cover an area of 245 sq km, situated 100 km 
south of Italy in the Mediterranean sea (figure 6.2).
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Figure 6.2-Map of Malta
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6.3.1 Description of tourism industry
Accessible from most major European cities in approximately 3 hours, Malta also has its own 
airline, Air Malta. Tourism arrivals in Malta increased steadily since the boom of mass tourism 
in the 1960’s until the late 1990’s, when tourist numbers started to decline (see table 6.4). By 
1975 the number of visitors had exceeded the number of residents which increased the 
pressures significantly (Mitchell, 1996: 204). Malta depends on the UK for the majority of its 
tourist arrivals (table 6.5) although Germany also contributes significantly and is increasing its 
share of arrivals.
Table 6.4 -  International Arrivals in Malta
Year International arrivals
1959 12,583
1970 170,853
1998 1,182,240(an average of 55,269 tourists each day in August)
2003 1,126,601
Source: Ministry of Tourism, 2000:12 & Deloitte Malta Tourism Review, 2004
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Table 6.5 Visitation by Country in Malta
UK Germany Italy other Total
2003 459,565 125,011 94,175 447,850 1,126,601
2002 444,335 142,106 100,875 446,498 1,133,814
2001 451,530 160,262 93,564 474,789 1,180,145
2000 428,780 204,740 92,522 489,671 1,215,713
Source: Deloitte, 2004 Malta Tourism Authority Review
Generally three types of tourists visit Malta: cruise ship passengers, who usually spend about 
4-5 hours on the island; holiday tourists, who are the largest proportion of visitors, and lastly, 
foreign residents or settlers, who live a proportion of the year in Malta. Attracted by the climate 
and low income tax the government applied to settlers, the increase in ‘resident tourists’ almost 
matched that of holiday tourists in the early 1990’s (Boissevain, 1997). Over half of visitors to 
Malta are repeat visitors. .
6.3.2 Economic impact
Tourism is the 3rd largest industry and consumes 10% of total lending from Maltese banks. The 
average length of stay for visitors is 9.5 nights and there has been an annual increase of an 
average of 3.7% in visitors over the last 10 years. Tourism contributes approximately 24% of 
GNP, 25% of goods and services, and 41,000 full time jobs (27% of total employment) (MTA,
2004). Foreign exchange in Malta accounted for 843 million Euros in 1999 (MTA, 2000). Tour 
operators generate 85% of tourism, and 74% of arrivals come between April -  October. “Malta 
has been sold primarily as a late booking destination” (MTA, 2000:8). By 1991,45% of visitors’ 
explored Malta through organised tourism (Mitchell, 1996:199). The number of beds has also 
increased steadily although it is difficult to ascertain the total number of beds as tourist 
apartment accommodation often is not registered officially (see table 6.6).
Table 6.6 -  Bed and hotel growth in Malta_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Year #  of hotel beds # of hotels
1958 1200 25
1969 7500 101
1981 29,000 Data not listed
2000 41,000 (& 5,000 beds in self catering establishment) Data not listed
2001 39,105 194
Source: Malta Tourist Authority website, last accessed 2004
Malta has gained a lot of international recognition of late as the filming for epics such as 
Gladiator and Troy. These have put Malta’s architecture in the limelight and have also attracted 
large new development projects. For example, Tigne Fort is a new residential and leisure 
construction project which encompasses over 30 acres on the harbour mouth near Valletta 
(‘Point of Great Return for Malta', Daily Express, 2004:66).
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6.3.3 Social impact
There are approximately 400,000 residents in Malta and tourism has been affected both 
positively and negatively by cultural issues. Black (1996) outlined how the cultural gaze of 
tourism must not be interpreted in only one way and that there are a lot of issues which are not 
necessarily seen as negative for the Maltese population -  e.g. the expectation of visitors for the 
outdoor cafe life has materialised from an expectation into a reality and now locals as well as 
tourists enjoy this. Until the late 1950’s, Malta had an economy based on being a British service 
base and it wasn’t until Malta ceased being a base when the government started to diversify the 
economy through tourism. Traditionally, Malta has been promoted to the British who are the 
largest market, as a home, away from home, where even British telephone boxes can be found 
and driving is on the left (Black, 1996:120).
Although negative social and environmental impacts (water, energy, overdevelopment) have 
been cited (Mitchell, 1996), a study conducted in 2000 did not highlight these as foremost 
issues. When residents were asked to name any specific impacts from tourism, 85% mentioned 
economic gains and 50% an increase in jobs, while only 18% commented on traffic and parking 
congestion, 15% on general overcrowding due to tourism, and 12% on overcrowding of 
beaches (Bramwell, 2002). Boissevain & Theuma (1998) illustrate the effects of tourism, “In the 
1990’s, as tourist arrivals topped one million annually, the Maltese began to feel oppressed by 
the effects of pressure on the social and physical environment. The lack of a strategic plan and 
widespread abuse of what building regulations there were ...resulted in disorderly, unsightly 
and often jerry-built construction” (p. 99).
6.3.4 Environmental impact
A possible emergence of environmental concerns has been the growing consumption of land 
and natural resources due to building development (Bramwell, 2003:12). Although in the mid 
1980’s the government focused on quality and undertook the development of large scale and 
luxury facilities such as golf courses, marinas and hotels, the quality improvement was focused 
on economic gains with no great consideration for the environment. Although luxury resorts and 
golf courses can indeed attract higher yield tourists, they can also consume more resources 
than mass sun, sea and sand tourism, for which the infrastructure was already in place 
(Boissevain & Theuma, 1998:99). Borg (1995 in Bramwell, 2003:592) stressed that 
environmental concern “is a relatively new phenomena and only now seems to be gaining 
ground”. There are now numerous environmental and land use controls such as the Planning
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Authority (2000:9) Structure Plan’s Development Zones to keep the building of tourist 
accommodation in check. According to Briguglio & Briguglio (1996), “enforcement problems are 
now probably the main reason why environmental degradation still takes place at what to many 
is an unacceptable level” (p. 177).
6.3.4 Political Situation
Malta performs under a highly centralised form of governance. There are two parties in Malta -  
the Malta Labour Party (MLP) which represents the working class and the Nationalist Party 
(PN) which was traditionally the party of landowners, civil servants and established 
professionals (Boissevain & Serracino Ingott, 1997). In 2004, Malta was granted accession to 
the EU. There are concerns that membership into the EU would return Malta to her old function 
of a frontier outport (Fenech, 2002:1034) and also that many tourist resident/settlers tax 
advantages would be in jeopardy. As outlined by Blake, et al., (2003), tourism expenditures, 
following accession are expected to fall by 1.72% (p. 17). The removal on product tariffs from 
the EU will decline in the short run, however they will be beneficial in the long term to the 
Maltese economy as structural funding from the EU (about 2%) for such things as water, 
electricity and airlines will improve (p. 21).
6.3.5 Movement towards Sustainable Tourism in Malta
From the 1960s to the mid 1980s, “many residents appeared to have tolerated mass tourism’s 
unwanted benefits because of their perception of its substantial economic benefits” (Bramwell, 
2003:8). In the 1990s, however, when tourism arrivals topped one million annually, the 
oppression and laissez-faire pressure on the social and physical environments were being felt 
(Bramwell, 2003). After the mid 1980s the government’s approach to tourism was to attract 
‘quality tourists’ and additional promotion of cultural tourism was undertaken. It was not until 
1989 that a Tourism Master plan was completed for Malta by Horwath & Horwath Consultants.
In this plan a number of recommendations were made, such as the need for a unified tourism 
organisation that looked at development as well as marketing of tourism and the need to 
diversify away from solely the UK market. It recommended also that the Ministry of Tourism 
should also encompass culture as the two were interdependent (Ministry of Tourism, 2001). In 
September, 1999, the Maltese Tourism Authority (MTA) took over the function and 
responsibility of the National Tourism Organisation in Malta (NTOM) (national tourism office 
focused almost exclusively on marketing), as well as the operation of the Hotel & Catering 
Establishments Board in January 2001. This new structure brought in a number of private
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sector stakeholders as it was believed this would address the growing concerns about tourism. 
The MTA is an umbrella organisation which is composed of Corporate Services and four 
Executive Directorates: Marketing and Promotion; Product Planning and Development; HR & 
Support Services and Enforcement.
6.3.6 Other policies relating to sustainable tourism
There were other policies which moved towards improving quality and sustainability in Malta. In 
1987, a new hotel policy called for all new hotels to be 4* or 5* to improve standards and there 
has been a slowdown on issuing building permits and also the elimination of subsidies for hotel 
building. In addition, a tax on fresh water was implemented for swimming pools (ML150 for 
private pools and from ML250 - ML500 per year for hotels -  depending on size). An Institute for 
Tourism Studies was also established in 1992 which introduced a course in Tourism Culture as 
part of the certification of tour guides (it is currently illegal to guide without a license in Malta). In 
addition, the Development Planning Act of 1992 set up the Malta Environment & Planning 
Authority (MEPA) which authorised the control on land development and building in accordance 
with approved policies and procedures as set out by the 1990 Structural Plan (Boissevain & 
Theuma, 1998:99). In the early 2000’s, Malta undertook a Carrying Capacity Study which 
aimed to inform the sustainable development of tourism in Malta. Since the Carrying Capacity 
study, both of Malta’s tourism strategic plans (2000 - 2002 & 2002 - 2004) have referred to ST. 
The Carrying Capacity Study outlined the following:
■ sectors contributing to the tourism economy must be maintained by increasing foreign 
earnings and per capita expenditure
■ investment must be channelled toward resource efficiency segments
■ social and private benefits and costs must be assessed to assist in the direction of 
resource allocation (resources must be allocated to their best use)
■ volume of hotel-type bed stock must be stabilised and quality of service upgraded while 
occupancy levels and room rates improved
■ summer volumes must not exceed saturation levels
■ improvement of current product and better presentation of available options
(Ministry of Tourism, 2001:31)
More recently, a Draft Sustainable Development Strategy for Malta has been underway as 
accession to the EU demands such a strategy. Promoting ST is one section within the strategy 
which says that tourism, although one of the most important activities in the Maltese economy 
also contributes many negative environmental and social impacts (National Commission for 
Sustainable Development, 2004:34). In recognising the need for diversification, Malta has tried 
to diversify away from its mass tourism orientation by developing several niche markets and
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speciality areas, such as Conference and Incentive Travel, Heritage and Cultural Tourism, 
English Language Tourism and Dive Tourism.
6.3.7 Reason/main objectives of policy
The main tourism policy of Malta is not focused exclusively on ST as was Calvia’s, however 
there are a number of objectives within it which relate to the sustainability of tourism, most of 
which were formulated after the Carrying Capacity Study was completed in 2001. The Carrying 
Capacity Study, according to the 2000 - 2002 Strategic Plan was central to government tourism 
policy. The plan noted that “the long term future of the Maltese tourism industry is linked to the 
sustainable management and development of the product. Within this context sustainability 
means achieving growth in a manner that provides the visitor with a meaningful experience, 
without causing an adverse impact of the country’s resources and social fabric” (MTA Strategic 
Plan, 2000:10).
The main reasons for sustainability measures of the 2002 - 2004 policy were that Malta 
believed that tourists were searching for more than just 3 S tourism and recognised that they 
needed to offer diversity of product in order to maintain a competitive advantage. The Strategic 
Plan in 2002 - 2004 addresses the aims of sustainability in both its corporate mission and 
objective.
Its corporate mission is “To advance the economic and social activities of tourism in the 
national interest by working with all stakeholders to develop a sustainable industry for current 
and future generations”. For the purpose of examining the policy/strategic plan objectives, 
sustainability will be considered in its core directives/initiatives. The Corporate Strategies 
outlined in the 2002 - 2004 Strategic Plan are as follows:
1. Deliver value and customer satisfaction by upgrading product, environmental and 
quality of service
2. Implement programmes to exploit Malta’s unique value proposition
3. Diversify markets to improve seasonality and value
4. Provide information for decision-making
5. Regulate the industry on the basis of defined standards
6. Build alliances with stakeholders
These strategies outlined in the 2002 - 2004 plan fit within the overall context of the role which 
the MTA is to undertake which are:
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■ advise government on tourism policy
■ minimise negative impacts of tourism
■ sustain the contribution of tourism to the Maltese economy
■ deliver value and customer satisfaction
■ be a catalyst for improvement in the industry
■ create awareness of the importance of tourism, thereby cultivating national ownership 
and a positive change in attitude
6.3.8 Funding allocated towards policy and sources
Figures on specific funding allocated to sustainability were not identified, however table 6.7 
below shows the spending by the MTA according to function within which sustainability 
measures are targeted.
Table 6.7 -  Expenditure of Malta tourism functions
Total expenditure by Function -  Historical 
analysis 2003 2002 2001
Strategic Planning and Research Division 189,897 186,106 124,066
Marketing and Promotion Directorate 6,587,212 7,872,852 9,103,432
Product Planning and Development 
Directorate 545,022 708,639 375,686
Human Resources and Support Services 
Directorate 273,344 244,165 245,114
Enforcement Directorate 229,047 163,946 94,136
Finance, Administration and IT 1,470,919 1,521,667 1,396,918
Source: Deloitte Malta Tourism Review, 2004
It is evident from the above financial allocation of resources that marketing (although 
decreasing) plays by far the most important role in the budget while enforcement and strategic 
planning are barely considered.
6.3.9 Time period of policy and provision for extensions
The most recent time frame for achieving policy objects is two years as both the 2000-2002 and 
2002-2004 have two year horizons. The previous Master Plan written in 1989 was seen to be 
out of date by 1995 and the Carrying Capacity and Economic Impact of Tourism studies were 
both completed in the late 1990’s. There were no specific time frames attached to either of 
these studies.
6.3.10 Policy achievements
Environment and sustainability issues have gained awareness and inclusion in policy 
documents since 2000 and there has been a move towards modifying seasonality, however, 
few concrete measures have been achieved. Although first addressed in the 1989 Master Plan,
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the Ministry of Tourism did not add Culture to its portfolio until April of 2004. Parlato (2003) 
declared, “Local interview findings indicate that Malta fosters an exploitive attitude towards the 
islands’ resources and if this persists, the result would be economically detrimental to the 
tourism industry in particular, whilst economically, socio-culturally and environmentally 
detrimental to the islands in general. Whereas it is clear that there is an acknowledged need for 
a change in mentality and attitude towards the environment, it is also demonstrated that change 
is hindered by several factors due to complex interrelationships" (p. ii).
There has been no evaluation of MTA’s strategy as it relates to sustainable tourism, therefore it 
is the purpose of this research to determine the level of implementation of the above mentioned 
strategic plan and to identify successes and barriers to implementation.
6.4 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined Calvia and Malta’s ST policy objectives. Tourism can bring rich 
rewards to small islands but it is a fragile dependency and this fragility is often exacerbated by 
an over reliance on one type of tourism such as sun, sea and sand (Wilkinson, 1987). Both 
destinations of Malta and Calvia have suffered from this fragility.
While Calvia’s previous economic, social and environmental situation and the specific process 
used in the policy implementation are clear, Malta has had a much less concrete approach. 
Despite Calvia’s implementation of a ST policy, the growth of tourists and residents has not 
been limited, buildings are still being constructed increasing congestion, water and energy 
conservation targets have not been met and public transportation is still poor. Finally, the 
knowledge (training and education standard) base of Calvia has not increased.
The implementation of the LA21 policy in Calvia continued until May 2003 and has been put on 
hold as the municipal government of Calvia changed from a Socialist to Conservative 
government. The Socialist Government had been in power for 12 years and it was this 
government - under the direction of Margarita Najera Aranzabal, the Mayoress of Calvia - that 
accomplished the bulk of policy measures. The new government has indicated publicly that 
they will continue to support the LA21 initiative, however they propose first revise the document 
and change, modernise and look at re-prioritising the agenda. From May 2003 to September 
2004 when the research was undertaken the current LA21 was on hold. Research of the Calvia
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case hopes to explore the reasons why initiatives were successful or failed and other problems 
regarding the implementation of policy.
ST in Malta has been alluded to as a necessity since the first tourism Master Plan in 1989. 
Since then, until the present, every policy statement or strategic plan refers to ST, however, 
little has been highlighted as to the specific benefits. Environmental concerns are only now 
being heeded as important and sustainability is being considered in a wider context because of 
recent admission into the EU. Malta has been faced with similar challenges to those 
experienced by many other 3 S destinations in the Mediterranean, including increased 
competition, high dependence on tour operators, diminishing resources and overbuilding which 
has deteriorated the quality image. Some barriers in the policy process include a lack of 
cooperation with other agencies and departments (“Planning for Tourism”, The Times, 2004), 
lack of commitment to the environment (Boissevain & Theuma, 1998), lack of enforcement 
(Briguglio & Briguglio, 1996), lack of stakeholder participation (Ministry of Tourism, 2001) and 
lack of efficiency within the MTA (Deloitte, 2004).
Now that a background framework has been laid, the next step of the research uncovers what 
level of implementation of policy had been achieved since the writing of sustainability-related 
objectives in Calvia’s policy and Malta’s strategic plan, respectively, and what barriers and 
successes have been observed by actors in public, NGO and private sectors.
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CHAPTER 7 
Findings - Calvia Case study
“‘Management decisions are not worth the paper they are written on unless the 
policies and decisions are implemented” (Elliot, 1997:97)
7.0 Introduction and Research Collection
The author has outlined the process and reasons for the adoption of Calvia’s ST plan (see 
Chapter 6). The purpose of the field work was to identify barriers to the actual implementation 
of the policy in the coastal mass tourism destination of Calvia which had promoted a ST policy 
and plan of action. The field work aimed to determine if there were any reoccurring themes or 
barriers identified by respondents with regard to policy implementation.
Questionnaires and interviews were completed in two stages during April and September,
2004, when the researcher conducted personal field work. The first stage involved identifying 
the key people in the implementation process and gathering additional information about 
Calvia’s tourism and policy. Once key stakeholders were identified, they were given 
questionnaires and interviewed face-to-face. Interviews were undertaken to gain deeper 
knowledge about respondents’ perceptions of the policy which could not be extracted through a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire gave specific questions which could be measured 
quantitatively. During the second stage, remaining interviews were completed. Although many 
people were originally contacted and talked to, only those relevant to the policy implementation 
process were formally interviewed. Contacts that helped provide additional information but were 
not included in the findings included IBATUR (Balearic Marketing Organisation), Deloitte 
Consulting, CITTIB (Balearic Tourism Research Organisation) and local community members.
A snowball sampling approach was used to determine the names of key implementers. The list 
of respondents who were essential to the policy process was validated by a current government 
official who was involved in the LA21 process - Sr. Eduardo Cozar, Director of the Environment. 
One respondent refused to participate for personal reasons, two respondents were 
uncontactable and two respondents did not feel they had enough experience to be interviewed,
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so although identified as key contacts they were struck from the list (these are noted in 
appendix E). In total 13 local government, 2 NGOs and 8 private sector representatives were 
interviewed out of a total of 28 contacted (82% response rate) (see figure 7.1 and appendix E). 
Figure 7.1 -  Calvia Stakeholders (# = number interviewed)
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A check was done by the researcher to make sure that the interviewees were appropriate for 
the research by deciding on key propositions and key words which were expected from the 
respondents. A general question was asked about their opinion of sustainability and ST policy 
in Calvia. These introductory questions identified if the propositions set out before doing the 
research were correct (i.e. adequate expertise of respondents, significant knowledge of policy 
process in Calvia, engaged in implementation of policy). The general finding was that the 
propositions and level of knowledge about sustainability was adequate, experience levels were 
high due to the senior status or position of respondents and specific expertise was adequate to 
be interviewed. Key persons interviewed included heads of council departments, lead 
politicians in the implementation process and key private sector members including managers 
of hotels, marinas and tour operators who were involved in the implementation of action items. 
To make sure results were not biased in favour of development, the interviewer also 
interviewed NGOs to gauge overall barriers. This chapter outlines the local government, private 
sector and NGO views on Calvia’s policy implementation.
7.0.1 Data collection
The LA21 approach in Calvia’s strategic plan identified 10 lines of action and 40 initiatives (see 
appendix K) to be carried out in order to achieve more ST. To determine barriers to the
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implementation of this policy, respondents were asked what they felt about the overall policy 
process and to rank what they felt was the success of each strategic line (on a scale of 1-5 
where 1=not at all successful and 5=very successful). To establish key barriers, each 
respondent who did not think the action items and initiatives were successfully implemented 
(responses less than 5/5) was asked to identify problems/barriers that they felt had impeded the 
policy implementation process. Some respondents named more than one barrier. These 
findings were then grouped together to see if there were any recurring elements, themes or 
relevant findings. Respondents were also asked to give examples or explain in detail their 
responses to the questionnaire to make sure that respondents were approaching it from the 
same viewpoint. It should be noted that Calvia had written and adopted a structured policy 
(1995-1997) and implementation studies had taken place from 1997-2003. As a result, this 
case study did not assume all policy initiatives had been completed as the plan for 
implementation was set out over a 14 year period. Respondents were asked to score the 
success of implementation to date and what they felt should have been accomplished by that 
date. Responses were grouped into common themes using the pre-identified barriers and 
success criteria from the literature review as the basis for clustering, however, responses were 
not limited to only the barriers identified in the literature review and common repeated words 
were the basis of identifying additional barriers.
7.1 Motivations/reasons for policy implementation
Each interview started by asking whether the respondent agreed with the need for ST and if 
they agreed with the basis of the policy. All respondents at some point in the interviews 
mentioned that people were too selfish and, acting as individuals would not heed to the greater 
good, therefore policy and setting laws was the most effective way to achieve more 
sustainability. This supports the Theory of the Commons and thoughts that each individual acts 
independently of a common interest or pool in search of self interest (Hardin, 1968, Healy,
1994). It was unanimously agreed by respondents that sustainable measures needed to be 
introduced in Calvia if the tourism industry was to survive, as the level of quality had diminished 
and the destination was suffering economically, socially and environmentally. All respondents 
believed that the policy was a good idea and agreed with the basic objectives set out in the 
policy. Many private sector respondents commented specifically on Mayoress Margarta
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Najera’s initial valiant effort to change public consciousness and indicated that it was her 
leadership which had pushed the policy through to acceptance by initially involving and 
engaging different stakeholders. Generally most respondents believed Calvia was more 
sustainable than it was before the policy initiative (pre 1997), however, no one said Calvia was 
a ST destination.
The first question of the interview and survey asked the main motivations for the policy and why 
respondents believed the policy was adopted (see table 7.1).
Table 7.1 Motivations for initial policy implementation
Q: Why did Calvia implement a sustainable tourism policy? Public sector Private Sector NGOs
Common barriers identified
■ Environmental and social decline was causing 
economic decline 8 4 2
■ Overuse of resources was diminishing current tourism 
capacity
5 2 2
■ Calvia as a destination was in decline and there was a 
need to rejuvenate (keep competitive) 5 3
■ Implemented because there was a political will 5 2 1
■ To diversify away from sun and beach tourism 2
n=12 n =8 n = 2
All of the interviewees agreed that Calvia had implemented a ST policy because it had reached 
its tourism capacity and that the social and environmental impacts had reached a critical stage 
which led to the economic decline of the destination. “Calvia was exceeding its tourism 
capacity, quality was falling and the destination was losing its competitive edge -  tourism is the 
largest contributor in Calvia and it was in jeopardy” (public sector interview #3). Many private 
and public respondents also noted the change in government which took place in May, 2003 
had become a barrier to the implementation process and that the vision of the plan was fading 
(or no longer being implemented at all). Some in the private sector voiced concern that not only 
was this not good for the continuity of sustainability but also because there was no longer any 
stakeholder involvement. NGOs stated that they had had a concern about human pressure for 
numerous years and it was actually Friends of the Earth who held the first ST workshop on the 
island in the early 1990’s. Although the original vision was seen as a key reason to adopt the 
plan in 1995, there has been a general decline in forward movement after the initial priority 
action items were implemented. All of the respondents noted that all policy action items and 
initiatives had been on hold for over a year after the island government had changed. These 
responses support ideas in the literature about ST policy as many of the key reasons for
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moving toward more sustainable forms of development are due to social and environmental 
decline and to avoid loss of competitiveness, as suggested by Wilkinson (1989), May (1991) & 
Filho (1996).
7.1.1 Personal thoughts on policy process
Most respondents were supportive of the LA21 process, noting that it enabled most 
stakeholders to participate and engaged many different political levels of government. Both the 
private and NGO stakeholders noted that although they were involved in the policy formulation 
process they had rarely been consulted since it was adopted.
All respondents believed that Calvia had reached a stage where the social and environmental 
considerations were affecting economic performance and were in support of the adoption of a 
more sustainable approach. Although approximately % of respondents from the previous 
government political party noted that there was uncertainty about the future implementation of 
the ST action plan, they believed that the attempts to legislate more sustainability initiatives had 
been successful and had altered the state of Calvia from the early 1990’s. Private sector 
respondents all believed that the political vision was admirable, nonetheless, most noted that 
they believed that there was more talk than action. Private sector interviewee #2 said that 
although he went to a few meetings during the policy formulation process, he didn’t have much 
power or control over the policy. “The meetings were more to make the Agenda look good -  the 
reality was more talk than action”.
7.2 Specific barriers relating to policy strategic actions
7.2.1 Action line 1
The first action item of Calvia’s ST policy was to contain urban pressure and limit growth (table 
7.2). Overall, respondents thought that this initiative had been successfully implemented even 
though urban growth has not been contained. The reason for this perceived success is that the 
initiatives laid out in the plan had been achieved as outlined.
A unique success in Calvia was the initiative of a de-classification law which was the first time 
that the designation of land for urban development could be reversed. This law was a pro-active 
way to try to counteract the over-construction which had taken place. Since the policy has been
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implemented, more than 30 building clearance plans have been carried out and approximately 
37,000 sq metres of urban plots had been purchased to prevent construction (see appendix M). 
Although there has been progress in this area, already designated land was still being over 
constructed and many stakeholders believed that voters did not see enough change after 
specifically voting for a policy which was to limit growth. “In October, 2002 a 112 room 
development was built too close to the seafront which contradicted sustainability laws” (NGO 
interview #1). The government did attempt to pass a law to limit the number of construction 
permits but it was not passed. Even though the aim of the strategic action was to limit growth, 
this was not achieved and the population grew from 30,000 inhabitants in 1998 to 50,000 in 
2003 because of immigration and movement of workers to tourism areas for employment.
Table 7.2 -  Calvia’s Action Line 1
Q1: Action Line 1 -  To contain urban pressure and limit growth
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of Mean: 3.65/5 Mode: 3 Mean: 3 Mode: 3 Mean: 2.5 Mode: 2,3
5) Median: 4 Median: 3 Median: 2.5
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of previous planning 7 3 2
■ Pressure of real-estate and other 
economic generators 7 5 2
■ Illegal building 2 2
■ Change of political party 1 1
■ Lack of stakeholder participation 1 1
■ Political clash 3 1 1
n=11 n = 8 n - 2
Other barriers listed to further implementation were lack of previous planning, political clashes 
and economic pressure. Private sector interview #5 (a hotelier for 50 years) suggested the 
problem was that the de-classification law did not stop the building of second homes.
“The problem is that tourism is harder to control outside of hotels... the hotels have 
improved drastically since the introduction of the Cladera I & II laws but the increase in 
second homes and apartments has not been legislated. 50% of the tourism 
accommodation was considered in the LA21 plan but the other 50% [second home and 
apartments] were not, which is why growth continues”.
Lack of previous planning was also seen as an issue. 1960’s urban plans for the areas 
(particularly the tourist areas of Magaluf/Palma Nova) dictated construction and the area has 
seen tremendous construction for over three decades. This urban plan was developed for four 
million inhabitants which is more than the entire Balearic Island population. Most buildings were 
too close to the sea front and too close together and this has had irreversible effects in areas 
such as Magaluf and Palma Nova. Most respondents, especially those who were responsible
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for urban planning, regeneration and the environment, mentioned that the environmental effects 
of beach erosion were already at a critical stage so that even the initiatives of action line one 
(which included a new urban plan) would not change the effects that had already happened.
“Too much land had already been designated for construction, therefore the de- 
classification law was good but it could only postpone rather than stop construction. 
Once you have bought land you can do what you like with it, so even though there 
have been buy-back initiatives and de-classification of some land, land already 
allocated for building was out of the council’s control” (Public sector interview #8).
Some respondents declared that the policy was too lenient as it is allowing urbanisation to still 
continue at a rate of high growth. Another explanation was that if once a piece of land had been 
slated for de-classification and the land was to be bought back, then the price rose drastically.
Money raised from the ecotax was used to demolish buildings or buy-back urban land, however 
since the ecotax has been discontinued, there are now no funds allocated to continue this 
action. Another barrier discussed was political clash -  meaning the lack of continuity in politics. 
For example, since the government changed in 2003, the de-classification law has been 
changed. Private sector respondents declared that the main goals of the political parties 
seemed to try to oppose everything the other party favoured.
The main barrier identified for the first action was that economic considerations still took priority 
and the pressure resulting from possible real-estate and employment creation was very strong. 
In the case of limiting growth, one respondent declared that the local council makes most of its 
money from building permits, therefore it was very difficult to pressure construction companies 
as they had a political stronghold over the local government for building licenses.
7.2.2 Action Line 2
Numerous action items laid out in the second strategy line were completed such as increased 
integration of Spanish culture to immigrants, work training programs, family life clinics and 
increased volunteer participation. Many cultural events and departments were established to 
work towards integrating immigrants into the Spanish way of life through dance, cultural events 
and language classes. Most respondents believed that the success of this action line was 
average with responses ranging from 2 to 4. The mean was 3.5 for the public sector but much
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higher for the private sector with two respondents feeling that the policy objectives had been 
met (2 ranked 5/5) with a mean of 3.7 (see table 7.3).
Table 7.3 - Calvia’s Action Line 2
Q: Action Line 2 -  To promote integration and improve the quality of life of the resident population
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3 .5 /5  Mode: 4 
Median: 4
Mean: 3.7 Mode: 4 
Median: 4
Mean: 4 Mode: 4 
Median: 4
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of integration with wider 
government policies 5
1 1
■ Ambiguity with what is meant by 
quality of life
2 5
■ Lack of money 2
■ Lack of time (length of political term 
too short) 4
2
■ More talk than action by government 
(marketing effort)
2
■ Lack of stakeholder involvement 1 2
■ Lack of awareness of what
sustainability will take (live for today 
mentality)
4 2 2
■ Economic considerations took 
priority in policy implementation 5 1 1
■ Difficulty to culturally integrate 
population 2
n=13 n - 5 n=2
Note: 2 private sector respondents noted 5/5 and 1 did not feel they had enough experience to answer
There were, however, barriers to implementation including integration, ambiguity with what
different people defined as quality of life, time, a “live for today” mentality and economic priority.
As the majority of employment is linked to the tourism industry which mainly employs low skilled
labour, the levels of education have stayed low, consequently although deemed by some to
have a good quality of life, this quality is not linked to education. Mass tourism uses people
with few skills and low education. Calvia was experiencing school drop outs, a rise in crime and
a loss of the family nucleus. Public sector interview #10 stated,
“Social problems are hidden under economic growth. Many problems take years to 
change; they are not fixed immediately (such as the education levels). Until the 
economic situation is threatened by social (or environmental) issues, they are not 
addressed. Although the richest municipality in Spain, Calvia also has the lowest 
education (and Spain has the lowest in Europe)”.
Culture is very much focused on the immediate gratification of the present. “There has been a 
high amount of youths dropping out of school to work within the tourism sector and there has
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been a lack of integration with wider education policies and training standards which need to 
come from national frameworks or businesses who set standards” (Public sector interview #9).
Another barrier to implementing the second strategic action was that quality of life means 
different things to different people. As private sector interview #4 stated, “the definition of quality 
of life is hard to define: prices have gone up, there is more immigration, more crowding, more 
cars, more highways and more of the environment destroyed but there is more work and better 
infrastructure”.
“It is difficult to integrate social structures as there are no real city centres in Calvia as 
they are mostly tourist zones and therefore lack an established nucleus. Calvia is made 
up of many different nationalities and it is very diverse -  there is a lot of immigration 
and not very much integration. There are many people who come for work from Africa, 
the mainland and other parts of Europe and they have very different values and socio­
cultural structures than Mallorquins” (public sector interview #9).
Private sector respondents also agreed over the ambiguity of ‘quality of life’. Although many 
thought policy initiatives had been successfully completed, they noted that quality of life means 
different things to different people. A tourism destination is dependent on services rather than 
on other industries so it is difficult to regulate because of turnover, its multi-faceted nature and 
lack of regulation. Some respondents also noted that the effects of policy implementation are 
long term and would not be realised for some years. Eight respondents declared that the focus 
is on the short term, which is live for today and make money -  not preservation for what is good 
for the greater population- ‘a very capitalist society’.
“The problem with mass tourism is that it is cheap tourism. With this cycle, as soon as 
you have too much growth, the quality and the price go down -  it is more effort to 
maintain the whole so each individual person and business plays for themselves” 
(private sector interview #11).
7.2.3 Action line 3
Not many of the initiatives have been achieved in Action Line 3 mainly due to changing 
priorities of the government, lack of time, the complexity of the regeneration or previous lack of 
planning (see table 7.4).
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Table 7.4 - Calvia’s Action Line 3
Q: Action Line 3 -  To preserve and maintain marine and terrestrial heritage
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3 .7 /5  Mode: 
4 Median: 4
Mean: 3.5 Mode: 4 
Median:4
Mean:2.5 Mode: 2,3 
Median: 2.5
Common barriers identified
■ Changing priorities of government 4 1
■ Lack of time 4 2
■ Complexity of initiative 1 2 1
■ Lack of previous planning 
(damage already done) 4 3
■ Lack of authority of local
government (and help from other 
government levels)
3 1 1
■ Lack of education of public for 
sustainability 1
■ More of a marketing attempt by 
government than any concrete 
actions
4 1
■ Lack of enforcement 2
n=9 n =6 n=2
2  public sector responses sa id  this was very successful (5 /5 ) an d  2  respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er 
2  private sector responses said this was very successful ( 5/5)
“The preservation of the maritime and land natural environment has clashed in some cases with 
the urban and economic politics of the region” (public sector interview #1). All actions in this 
strategy have also been put on hold since the government has changed and it was mentioned 
that due to the cost of these initiatives, they will not be priorities for the new government as it is 
aiming to lower the deficit. Few of the initiatives from this action line were set out in the initial 
immediate 15 lines of action and many initiatives were more complicated than a singular 
project, however, as many of these initiatives were based on long term time frames, many 
respondents believed that there was an overall success of 3.7/5 (public sector respondents) 
and 3.5/5 (private sector respondents). For example, initiative 12 was to protect the natural 
water source in Calvia. A study was completed, therefore achieving the set out initiative for 
action, however, the findings showed that it would be complex and expensive to carry out and 
priorities were shifted to other more manageable initiatives. “Political processes are slow -  the 
intention is there but so are the repercussions -  not all things on the agenda could be achieved 
within the short term as it was a very ambitious plan and therefore each initiative expanded into 
something much larger than is written on paper” (public sector interview #8).
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This situation of perceived success coupled with a large number of barriers outlined could also 
be linked to the length of time it takes to implement sustainable agenda items. “The 2000 life 
plan was only one of the 40 initiatives and it had 9 objectives and 30 action items” (public sector 
interview #6). Private sector respondents, however, believed the government had done more 
marketing than action.
Another barrier was that many marine and terrestrial actions were not solely in the control of the 
local government and therefore respondents believed that there was a need for support or 
initiatives to be made at a regional, national or even international level such as ocean dumping 
laws or yachting guidelines. Private sector interviewees also pointed out that although there 
were many studies and reports done for this action line, there was a lack of execution and 
enforcement of regulations.
7.2.4 Action line 4
Some successes of this policy action were the establishment of the archaeological park and the 
designation of some historical heritage sites in regions such as Santa Ponca. Diagnostic 
reports were also undertaken to evaluate the situation. The establishment of a museum, 
however, was not achieved due to lack of funds as a result of the abolition of the ecotax and 
because an EU grant was not obtained. There was a low level of sustainability to start with 
which increased the need for a long term vision yet it was felt that this was not undertaken. 
Success for this action line ranged from 2 to 5. The majority of the public sector respondents 
remarked that a lack of private sector involvement (thought to be a lack of economic priority) 
was to blame for initiatives not being carried out. The private sector believed that lack of local 
knowledge about local culture and heritage and lack of respect by youth and immigrants was 
the issue (see table 7.5).
For example, private sector interview #8 said,
“there is a general lack of education of people in Calvia, education standards and 
levels are low. With low education comes low respect for culture, nature and 
sustainability. There is also a problem of immigration -  many people come here just to 
work and make money -  they don’t respect Calvia as their home”.
127
Table 7.5 - Calvia’s Action Line 4
Q: Action Line 4 -  To recover historical culture and natural heritage
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 3.75 Mode: 
4 Median: 4
Mean:3.5 Mode: 3 ,4  
Median: 3.5
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of long term vision for 
changes to be accomplished 7 1
■ Lack of money 5
■ Lack of stakeholder participation 5 3 1
■ Lack of skill to implement 
initiatives 2
3
■ Lack of previous planning - 
Damage has already been done 3 3
■ Lack of respect for local culture 
and heritage 1
2
■ Lack of integration into wider 
government policy
2
■ Government did more talk than 
action 2 1
n=11 n=6 n = 2
1 public sector response said this was very successful (5 /5 )an d  1 respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er 
1 private sector response said this was very successful (5 /5)
Lack of money was perceived as the problem by the public sector although some respondents 
mentioned that the lack of funding for cultural conservation and promotion was due to lack of 
involvement by locals and businesses as they did not see the value of long term projects. 
“Businesses were not interested in cultural sponsorship” (Public sector interview #2). The 
common barrier between sector respondents was the lack of knowledge of how to preserve 
culture and heritage, however, this was said in association with culture/heritage not being a 
government, community or private sector priority. Another barrier cited by both the private and 
public sector respondents was lack of skill. It was suggested that once the damage to water 
tables has been done, it is extremely hard to restore them to previous levels.
7.2 5 Action Line 5
The promotion of tourist centres has been carried out in some urban areas such as Magaluf 
where green belts and pedestrian zones have been created and there was a good relationship 
established with hotels regarding quality improvements using the ‘Ecotur’ programme. There 
have also been some pilot projects for rehabilitation and many respondents believed that the 
initiatives had been done well. Five respondents gave this action line a 5/5 score in terms of 
the successful implementation (see table 7.6). Public sector respondents noted that the largest 
barrier to regeneration has been a lack of money to restore the tourist area and also to change
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the image of areas. Private sector respondents felt that lack of previous planning and legislation 
was the reason why the quality was low and it was difficult to upgrade when there was already 
so much development.
Table 7.6 - Calvia’s Action Line 5
Q: Action Line 5 -  To promote the restoration of tourism centres
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3.6 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 3.6 Mode:3 
Median: 3.5
Mean: 3.5 Mode: 3 4  
Median: 3.5
Common barriers
■ Lack of money 5 2
■ The starting point was very low 
quality (lack of previous planning)
5 4 2
■ Lack of participation from private 
sector
6
■ Difficulty to convince people to 
rebuild 2 2 1
■ Lack of strong enough
legislation/lack of power to affect 
larger development plan)
2 1
n =8 n =6 n=2
3 public sector response said this was very successful (5 /5) and 2  respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er 
2  private sector response said this was very successful (5 /5)
The image of many large tourist zones such as Magaluf and Palma Nova is seen as
overdeveloped and overcrowded and this in turn has expanded to affect the brand of the entire
island. "To rehabilitate some of these areas is difficult because of high human pressure which
has led to low quality and high degradation” (public sector interview #7). NGOs agreed saying
that “urban structures are too dense to overcome and buildings get old and deteriorate quickly”
(NGO interview #1). Some barriers were cited, such as lack of private sector participation or
willingness to upgrade, however, it should be noted that Spain had very little money in the mid
1900s and therefore opened its borders to development so as to gain foreign exchange.
“There was neither a clear development plan nor vision for sustainable development or 
ST. The idea now in Calvia is to improve on what they have for the future. There was 
no vision before but many tourist areas have been improved since the policy was 
implemented” (public sector interview #13).
Political interference was also seen as a barrier. “The government needs to set out the rules but 
the public sector cannot try to implement what the private sector does better -  the private 
sector has to be profitable so leave the running of business to the private sector and public 
infrastructure to the public sector” (private sector respondent #8). Some NGO and private
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sector respondents believed that the local government in this instance did not have enough 
power to affect the larger territorial or development plans and another act, such as the Cladera 
Law would have been more beneficial (see chapter 6 for more details on the Cladera law).
7.2.6 Action line 6
The sixth action item was focused on marketing to diversify the seasonality of the destination. It 
was generally agreed by respondents that this had been quite successful with a mean score by 
both public and private respondents of 3.6 or higher. Four respondents noted this action line as 
very successful (5/5) (see table 7.7). A low score of 2/5 by some respondents was given 
because the movement toward diversification of the tourism product was not felt to be 
addressing the problem at hand and that crowding was still an issue. Marketing and promotion 
were quite successful according to the respondents with good representation at trade fairs and 
events. The promotion of cycling tourism has been particularly successful because it is in line 
with the wider Balearic marketing strategy.
Table 7.7 - Calvia’s Action Line 6
Q: Action Line 6 -  To improve Calvia as a tourist destination and balance seasonality
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3.6Mode:4 
Median: 4
Mean: 3.6 Mode:3 
Median: 3.5
Mean: 3 Mode: 2 .4  
Median: 3
Common barriers identified
■ Image -  Calvia still seen as a 3 s 
destination
3 2
■ Lack of previous planning 2 1 1
■ Lack of time to accomplish 
objectives
1
■ Government not doing what it said 
it would
1 1
■ Lack of environmental priority -  
still too much crowding /building 2
2 2
■ Lack of integration with other reg’l 
government bodies 2
■ Focus still on attracting 3 s as 
most lucrative (econ priority) 3 4
■ Too much pressure b/c of second 
home development 2 1
n =10 n = 6 n=2
2 public sector response said this was 5 /5  and 1 respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er 
2  private sector response said this was 5/5
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The main barrier for implementation of this action line was that there was still a general feeling 
that Calvia is a 3 S destination and many hotels and other attractions are not open in the winter 
months, therefore making it difficult to diversify. The tourist product in Calvia has previously 
been developed as a 3 S destination and the lack of planning to diversity this product makes it 
difficult to change now. This lack of change was also felt to be because 3 S was a short term 
lucrative market and some respondents felt that Calvia could not compete with other 
destinations in the future, so the focus was on short term gains.
Private sector and NGO respondents mentioned the move towards diversifying the product 
(such as agro tourism) has shifted towards a trend of second-home buying. Controls are 
difficult as such forms of tourism increase the use of cars and thus traffic and congestion. The 
building of second homes is causing a loss of focus on environmental objectives and there is 
still a lot of crowding in the summer months as a diversification of product does not necessarily 
spread out the tourists, it just attracts a different type of tourist in winter or off-season months.
7.2.7 Action line 7
The action line to improve public transit was perceived as the least successfully implemented 
with two-thirds of public sector respondents giving it a score of 2 or lower. Private sector 
respondents varied in opinions, scoring it from a very successful (five) to one, not at all 
successful. The general consensus was that although short term activities which attracted 
public relations had been successful, the deeper issue of public transportation had not been 
addressed (see table 7.8).
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Table 7.8 - Calvia’s Action Line 7
Q: Action Line 7 -  To improve Public Transit
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 
5)
Mean: 2.4 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Mean: 2.7 Mode: 3 
Median: 2.5
Mean: 3 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Common barriers
■ Lack of integration with higher 
governments 3
5 2
■ Lack of stakeholder/public 
participation 3 2 1
■ Lack of will/demand 10 4 2
■ Poor administration 2
■ Change of government 1 2
■ Calvia has a dispersed 
population -  not like an urban 
centre
1 2 1
■ Lack of cooperation /consultation 
with other sectors (i.e. taxis) 4 5 1
■ Lack of money 1
n =12 n - 5 n =2
1 public sector respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er
1 private sector response said this was very successful (5 /5 ) an d  1 felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er
There was a general consensus that the initiative to develop the Paseo de Calvia -  a 
pedestrian/cycle path between the urban areas was a success as it has been widely used by 
both tourists and locals. A problem noted was that although the pathway had been build, the 
proposed lighting scheme (using energy efficient technology) has still not been installed. 
Respondents felt other initiatives in this action line were not addressed or ‘avoided altogether’. 
“Public transport is fatal! In summer there are more than 20,000 people here [Palma Nova] and 
no way to move them around. It is worse today than before and before was terrible” (private 
sector interview #11). A public transportation plan had been developed as an initiative of this 
action line, however, little had been implemented. For example, a plan to develop a train from 
Palma to Palma Nova was abandoned once the government changed and highway 
development became a priority.
“There needs to be political will and cooperation with the private sector. ‘Rompier el 
baston’ (it was the straw that broke the camels back). The local government has 
different ideas than industry and no one was consulted on plans -  there was a clash 
between taxi drivers and the local government on public transport initiatives” (private 
sector interview #4).
The main barriers discussed regarding this action line were the lack of integration into wider 
initiatives, poor administration, lack of cooperation with industry and stakeholders and general 
lack of participation due to lack of will. “Locals wanted to see change and wanted a better 
environment with less pollution and traffic jams but at the same time they didn’t want to limit
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their residential parking or not have new highways or roads” (public sector interview #13).
There was also a comment that the private taxis did not want to implement the train link from 
the Palma airport to Calvia as they believed they would lose business. There was some effort 
made to increase bus routes, however this was not well coordinated with other regions and 
current public transport from the Palma airport to the town of Calvia takes over 2.5 hours (by 
car it takes 20-30 minutes). A possible solution pointed out was that a private arms-length 
business needed to take over this initiative and administer the change. The most cited barrier 
was that local people did not want to change their behaviour.
7.2.8 Action line 8
Many public sector respondents noted the difficulty of implementing this action line (to introduce 
sustainable management for waste, energy and water) and suggested that progress would not 
be seen for many years. Initiatives for this action line included taxing water usage and running 
promotional, educational and training workshops and seminars for energy efficiency and waste 
reduction. There were seen as effective and water conservation through the public monitoring 
system was seen as useful.
Table 7.9 - Calvia’s Action Line 8
Q: Action Line 8 -  To introduce sustainable management for water, energy and waste
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3.1 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 3.63 
Mode: 5 Median: 
3.5
Mean:3.5 Mode: 4,3 
Median: 3.5
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of integration of plan with 
higher government sectors
5 2 2
■ Projects were pilot projects rather 
than projects large enough to 
address problems
2 4 1
■ Lack of local/private participation 2 2 1
■ Change of government 3 2
■ Difficult technology which is 
expensive to implement
1
■ Economic priority/focus on today 4 2
■ Lack of strict legislation to support 
initiatives 2 3
n=10 n = 6 n = 2
1 public sector response sa id  this was very successful (5 /5 )  an d  2  respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er  
3  private sector response said this was very successful (5 /5)
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There was some success with this initiative as much of the private sector and general public 
has increased recycling and waste disposal, however the private sector respondents all 
mentioned that there was not enough control. “Hotels are committing barbaric sins -  we do not 
collect rain water from the roof and we do not recycle grey water -  there have to be laws to 
make us do this” (private sector interview #4).
Most public and private respondents mentioned that recycling and waste initiatives were very
successful and the private/public partnership for recycling was awarded a Sustainable
Development Business Award for its efforts. Half of public sector respondents mentioned a
lack of integration with other government sectors that inhibited the overall effectiveness of many
initiatives. Most respondents said that there had been a lot of advances but mainly pilot
initiatives had taken place as most issues are beyond the local municipal scope.
“The municipal government is not the only level responsible for these actions. We [the 
municipal government] have the main responsibility for these actions but there always 
has been a lack of higher planning. The environmental department, although 
responsible for the effects, does not have control over the planning” (public sector 
interview #7).
The change of government was also mentioned in this action line by public sector respondents 
as it is thought that the new focus of the government is on reducing the deficit and therefore 
costly items will become less of a priority. Many initiatives are long term and therefore may be 
stopped due to lack of funding and short term economic priorities of the new government.
NGOs declared that the focus was on marketing of pilot projects rather than aiming to 
implement them on a larger scale. In contrast, private sector respondents mentioned that the 
system is too overloaded and that strict legislation needs to be set and enforced to see change.
“Last year some parts of Calvia lost electricity because of too much demand and this 
year too. There have been water shortages and the ground water is still being tapped 
beyond capacity. Some initiatives have been very successful, but not successful 
enough to make Calvia sustainable” (private sector interview #11).
7.2.9 Action line 9
Even though the majority of hotels are owned by Mallorquins, the incentive or interest to re­
invest or upgrade quality is not apparent. There is no incentive to upgrade facilities in Calvia as 
most tourists are cheap package tourists (NGO interview #2).The average return-on-investment 
(ROI) for building a hotel in Mallorca is 25 years but in the Caribbean it is 10 (private sector 
interview #4).
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Table 7.10 - Calvia’s Action Line 9
Q: Action Line 9 -  To diversify the economic system
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3.2 Mode: 
3 Median: 3
Mean: 3.6 Mode:3 
Median: 3
Mean:3.5 Mode: 4 ,3  
Median: 3.5
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of involvement by 
stakeholders 3
■ Shift of economic priority short term 3 4 2
■ Econ priority - 3s Tourism is the 
main economic generator -  lack of 
diversification
3 1 2
■ Lack of general will to change -  live 
for today mentality 6 3
■ Lack of motivation on behalf of 
private sector 3
2
■ Clash of political party objectives 1 1
n=11 n=6 n=2
2 public sector respondents felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er 
2  private sector response said this was 5 /5  and 1 felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er
Action line 9 was seen as somewhat successful with regard to diversification of the economic 
system, although most respondents discussed the difficulties of how a system so dependent on 
mass tourism could really be diversified/changed to accommodate other areas. Respondents 
also suggested diversifying the tourism product would not necessarily mean that sustainability 
would be achieved, instead, it could possibly spread the negative effects of tourism. In addition, 
as tourism is the sole industry in Calvia, there are not many options for diversification.
Although all respondents answered this question, there was little information given about 
initiative successes apart from the agreed benefit of setting up an arms-length organisation to 
help with training and development (Nnstitut de Formacio i Ocupacio de Calvia (IFOC)). The 
establishment of the IFOC was generally seen as a good effort, however the need for highly 
trained staff in a mass tourism destination is not seen as a priority. “There is no feeling of 
necessity for training and education to become a priority -  again public and business are 
focused on short term profits rather than sustainability” (public sector interview #2). There were 
few comments on this initiative, possibly because it was ambiguous in its aims. The comments 
related to lack of stakeholder involvement and that the private sector did not get involved. The 
majority of respondents felt that there was still a Theory of the Commons’ type behaviour in 
that each individual was living for today regardless of the impacts of tomorrow. This action line 
relates to broader barriers pointed out by respondents which referred to the continued short
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term vision and focus on economic gains from tourism rather than adopting sustainability as a 
core value.
“It is a system of supply and demand -  when demand goes up, quality goes down. 
There is a problem of quality and education in Calvia but we don’t need skilled waiters 
or staff because we [hotels] offer a buffet service. The pay offered isn’t very good but 
there is no incentive for us to pay more. Although we are moving towards quality as 
quality is the only way to survive in this industry” (private sector interview #5).
7.2.10 Action line 10
The initiatives for the last action line included modernising the municipality in Calvia. Most 
respondents felt this was accomplished due to the fact that as a municipality, it has grown from 
3000 people in 1972 to 50,000 in 2003 and therefore modernisation of the council was attained 
purely by growth and taxation increase. Most respondents pointed out that although some 
effort had been made to implement initiatives, time has not allowed the results to be felt as yet. 
This is reflected in the respondents’ average response of 3/5 as mean for public and NGOs and 
4/5 for private sector (see table 7.11).
Table 7.11 - Calvia’s Action Line 10
Q: Action Line 10 -  To innovate local govern and public/private investment
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3 Mode: 4 
Median: 3
Mean: 4 Mode: 4 
Median: 4
Mean:3.5 Mode: 3 ,4  
Median: 3.5
Common barriers identified
■ Lack of time 1 1
■ Lack of cooperation with other 
sectors (i.e. construction)
1 1 1
■ Economic priorities over others 2 1 1
■ Lack of strategic targets set for 
sustainability 2
■ Lack of stakeholder participation 2 1
n -1 1 n - 5 n=2
1 public sector respondent felt they did not have enough knowledge to answer
2 private sector response said  this was very successful (5 /5 ) an d  1 felt they did not have enough knowledge to answ er
It was suggested that the reason that the local government and stakeholders had originally 
become engaged in the LA21 process was that “when the tourism industry dominates and 
economics are dependant on tourism, there is more of a will to change or else perish” (public 
sector interview #3). Some of the private sector did not have many comments on the last 
action line. They commented that there was good communication in the early stages between
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the municipality and the private sector and that intentions were good. “The awards won were for 
the good collaboration with the private sector” (private sector interview #8). Some public and 
private sector respondents mentioned good cooperation between the private and public 
sectors, however, barriers named were lack of enough stakeholder participation and a 
continued focus on short term economic priority.
7.3 General successes and barriers to implementing ST policy in Calvia
7.3.1 Successes
Looking at all the strategic action items and the 40 initiatives laid out in the 1997 LA21 Action 
Plan it can be concluded that in the respondents’ view many initiatives were successful and that 
there has been a general movement toward sustainability. As Calvia is fairly autonomous, it 
was able to adopt and implement many initiatives without the need for collaboration from higher 
governments (although the lack of support from other government levels was seen as a 
barrier). In addition, the basic structure for Calvia was well established -  committees were set 
up and a complete diagnostic of the situation from an economic, social and environmental 
perspective was undertaken (there was a general consensus that the LA21 approach was 
beneficial).
There was also good dissemination of information about the situation in Calvia and illustration
for the need to change, hence the original adoption and support for the policy. Ten thousand
copies of the 1995 diagnostic plan were distributed in Calvia and other areas. Documents were
practical and solution oriented as they were aimed at addressing overcapacity and limiting
growth while improving the quality of life within Calvia.
“The social commitment was achieved through this communication effort and in 1998 
they collected 6,500 signatures to support the action plan and to identify priorities for 
action (total 30,000 population in 1997). This was equivalent to 50% of the population 
who voted the following year (total 12,500 votes) to support the Socialist party” (public 
sector interview #2).
Both public and private sector respondents agreed that the general level of consciousness of 
sustainability had increased in Calvia since the adoption of the policy (see appendix N for the
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advertising of promoting renewable energy and recycling efforts). Most in the private sector 
respondents said that in the early stages, consultation was carried out and cooperation was 
obtained for most initiatives but this vision and effort faded over time.
7.3.2 Barriers
While Calvia has completed many landmark improvements such as the de-classification of 
urban land, the establishment of marine and territorial parks and urban regeneration, there 
have also been problems. In the year 2000, there was an evaluation of the implementation of 
the plan which can be seen in appendix L (and discussed in chapter 6). Respondents were 
asked about the entire implementation since 1997 and table 7.12 outlines some of the key 
barriers with regard to the policy implementation process overall.
Table 7.12 -  Calvia’s general policy barriers
Q: What were the main issues/barriers with the policy implementation?
Sector: Public Private NGO
Common barriers identified
■ Economic priority (short term economic focus 
wins over long term social and environmental 
concerns)
11 5 2
■ Too much damage was already done (lack of 
previous land use planning, residual water 
supply already damaged)
6 5 1
■ Initiatives were not enough to attain 
sustainability 5 5 2
■ Lack of integration with regional and national 
frameworks and policies 6 3 1
■ Lack of accountability of politicians to 
implement what they said they would (more 
focus on gaining votes)
1 8
■ Lack of coordination with other government 
parties (political clash) 6 2
■ People didn’t see what had been done (felt 
more talk than action) 2 4 1
■ Change of government 5 1 1
■ Politics are inefficient (lack of speed to 
implement vision) 5
■ Lack of time (sustainability takes 10-20 years 
to achieve, not 5) 3 1 1
■ Loss of vision and long term commitment 3 1 1
■ Power of private sector/construction 1 3
■ Lack of money 2 1
n=13 n=8 n=2
Respondents were asked to identify what they believed the main problems or issues had been 
with implementation overall. Even though they were also asked to identify specific barriers with
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regard to the 10 strategic action lines depicted in the policy, the researcher felt it was important 
to identify if there were overriding issues with the policy implementation in general, because 
respondents discussed overall problems or barriers to achieving the implementation of ST 
policy that were not specific to only one of the 10 action lines. For example, although the ecotax 
was implemented in 2002 to raise funds for many initiatives, it was abandoned in 2003 with the 
change of government from the PSOE to the PP. Many respondents cited this as a policy 
implementation problem due to lack of money or lack of integration within a wider government 
initiative, as the eco-tax was a regional initiative.
The most frequent response by private and public respondents was that economics took priority 
as short term objectives still were given precedence over long term objectives. This can be 
seen in the proposed, but not implemented plan for a train link from Palma airport. A new 
highway to adjust to more traffic between Palma Nova to Peguera was built instead, illustrating 
that perception of building highways to cope with increased traffic was more important than 
addressing a more sustainable transportation option. In addition, the population and new 
building/construction has increased substantially but preservation of natural areas and 
resources have not been fully implemented, thereby illustrating economic priorities over social 
and environmental concerns. “While many would consider stress to be a concern worthy of 
more attention, the bottom line on the island is generally economic” (Gamero in Eber, 1992).
Another barrier identified by public sector participants was fading vision.
“There has been a loss of vision for the agenda. In the beginning it was a model for 
others but then people didn’t see the results as fast as they expected and lost hope.
For that reason, there was not as much support for the politics behind it. Easy things 
get done first (such as changing laws and building the Paseo) but other things take 
longer and effects cannot be easily seen (such as working to renew energy or making 
people use public transit). For this you need to change peoples mentalities and cultural 
habits and this is difficult” (public sector interviewee #4).
This barrier is similar to what the private sector identified as a barrier of time. Sustainability 
objectives usually take longer than one political term to be realised -  often up to 20 years to 
change a population’s mentality.
Another issue which made it difficult to implement the plan according to the public sector was 
that a lot of the damage had been done before the plan came into effect. The de-classification 
of land was a good idea but too much land was designated as land for construction in earlier
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plans. It is difficult to reverse construction once it is built and many respondents felt that 
although the policy itself had some good successes, the starting point was too low to be 
enhanced as there was too much economic pressure for second home building and new 
development. Possibly Calvia’s overdevelopment was due to President Franco’s Plan de 
Establisation from the 1960’s which outlined a policy of ‘crecimiento al cualquier precio’ (growth 
at any price) (Gamero in Eber, 1992). This example could also be linked to private sector 
pressure on government. Private sector respondents mentioned the construction industry’s 
pressure to build and the local council’s discretion at awarding development permits. Although 
both public and private sector respondents mentioned the good forward thinking of the de- 
classification law, it did not include second homes or apartments. Since the change of 
government in 2003, the moratorium on building has been lifted in Calvia, thereby completely 
destroying the proposed ‘carrying capacity’ set for building. More than 50 development 
schemes have been proposed, increasing the residential and tourist accommodation capacity 
from the current 1.4 million to almost three million (‘More Building Allowed under Council’s 
Plan’, Mallorca Daily Bulletin, 2004:5). This claim supports another frequent barrier identified 
which was identified by public sector respondents and is supported by academic respondents -  
lack of integration with higher government policies. The Territorial Plan for Mallorca increases 
the amount of land available for construction which also increases the capacity of 
accommodation -  this is in direct opposition to the 1997 Calvia Action Plan which identified 
that growth would be limited (Action Line 1).
Lack of involvement and accountability by the local community was also stated. Although there 
was a general consensus to adopt a longer term sustainable vision in Calvia and the population 
as well as the private and public sector were behind the vision, efforts and participation was not 
long term. “There is more of a focus on life today so there is a continuation of growth and not 
enough realisation that environmental changes will take a long time. It is a cultural way the 
Spanish live -  they live for today” (public sector interview #7). The community and population at 
large agreed with the policy and there was a general consensus for the need to change until 
their day to day living was affected (e.g. there was support for conservation of water but little 
support for water usage taxation).
The most common barrier pointed out by private sector respondents was government’s push for 
gaining votes. All eight respondents noted that the policy was more talk than action and 
although there was good participation for the development and adoption of the policy, more
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effort was made to secure votes for the next election than implementing the policy. Some 
believed that the policy was more of a political statement to make the government look good 
and that there is a lack of putting policy into action. Some private sector respondents 
acknowledged that this may be due also to sustainability taking more than one political term, 
and the clash of political parties against each other, however, as one private sector interviewee 
declared, “the local and regional governments were of different parties -  left and right so of 
course they disagreed but now they are on the same side and still nothing seems to be 
happening" (#10).
7.4 Mitigation strategies identified
Most respondents had an opinion about how the policy could have been better implemented 
even though there was general agreement that the formulation and adoption of the initial plan 
was well executed. Most respondents from both the public and private sector agreed that the 40 
initiatives which were itemised in the policy had been, for the most part, well implemented, 
however they felt that Calvia was still not sustainable, suggesting that the policy initiatives were 
not strong or far reaching enough to sufficiently change the current growth and development 
practices of tourism.
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Table 7.13 -  Calvia’s Mitigation strategies identified
Sector: Public Private NGO
Common strategies identified
■ Integration into higher levels of government 8 4 2
■ Participation (buy-in) and accountability by all 
stakeholders 7 5 1
■ Education /  awareness campaigns 6 3
■ Political will /  collaboration 5 2
■ Have a holistic framework 5 1 1
■ Policy initiation at a national level 3 2 2
■ Set limits of acceptable change 2 2 1
■ Long term vision 7 3 1
■ Stronger policies/legislation 1 3
■ Political pact 3 1
■ Acknowledgement that politics are 
complicated and require adaptation 2 2
■ Business incentives to abide by policy 1 2
■ Good governance/government efficiency to 
execute vision 2
n=13 n - 8 n=2
Another common reference to successfully implementing policy was that it was important to 
understand the unique problems that each destination faces. Four factors were identified by 
the Director of the Spanish LA21 initiative (interview #11) as being necessary for sustainability 
policies to be effective:
1. participation by stakeholders in all processes from formulation to implementation
2. clarification and acceptance of problems before policy is formulated
3. political support by all levels of government
4. the ability to transfer problems into opportunities
Economic priority over social and environmental concerns was seen as the major barrier and a 
mitigation strategy suggested was to change the existing model of growth and development to 
a sustainable model but that this is the responsibility of more than just local government. As a 
public sector interviewee #10 concluded, "Government must legislate sustainability, especially 
in a free market economy. As individuals we don’t have enough of a conscience, we are selfish 
and live for today, not the future”. Private sector respondents were in complete agreement that 
government needed to legislate objectives of sustainability and that policy initiatives needed to 
be set regionally or nationally and implemented by local councils as there was a lack of 
integration with higher levels of government which hindered policy goals. Private sector
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interviewee #4 declared “there is a need for stronger policies. Many objectives in Calvia were 
not accomplished because the laws weren’t strong enough to change what was taking place. 
Policy is a way to convince business to do something”. A suggestion was that all levels of 
government should collaborate and participate to set minimum quality standards and education 
levels and impose them in all areas rather than in a single municipality. Although respondents 
generally agreed that higher levels of policy and control needed to be set, both public and 
private sector respondents they also noted that collaboration and buy-in by the private sector 
was integral to making it work in practice.
“There needs to be constant communication between stakeholders and not like in 
Calvia where there was more communication to Europe and internationally than to local 
stakeholders. There needs to be “Espiritu Empresarial” (an engaged business spirit) as 
it is the businesses that usually pay for policy through their taxes” (private sector #3).
It was also agreed that tourism needs to be an integral and central value within the policy to 
work, i.e. tourism as the core in social, transportation, planning and other factors all supporting 
each other as they are interdependent. Another key element for successful policy 
implementation is that tourism and sustainability need to be integrated into all aspects of a 
destination’s plan and adoption. “Policy needs to be adaptable to change and be able to react 
quickly. The building of so many second homes in Calvia could not have been foreseen but 
adapting to address these needed to be incorporated for successful policy” (private sector 
interviewee #5). When asked how to overcome the barriers to policy implementation, many 
respondents said that a holistic approach was needed and there needed to be a political pact 
between governments for long term achievement of sustainability. Economic success of a 
destination ultimately depends on the social and environmental welfare of the destination, 
however, in the case of Calvia; this was not recognised until the economic situation 
deteriorated. Respondents noted that because Calvia was re-gaining its competitive advantage, 
economic priority was once again overpowering social and environmental concerns.
Another requirement to achieve policy implementation is political will. Once the government in 
Calvia changed in 2003, almost all respondents noted that the implementation of sustainability 
measures was halted or they admitted they were unsure of how the policy would progress in 
the future.
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7.5 Comparison of mean scores of respondents
Each policy action line mean score was averaged for comparison between stakeholder groups 
(table 7.14). The author has looked at the characteristics of the data and realises that no large 
claims can be made but that mean scores can be used as a means of parsimony only. The 
author also notes that these comparisons are on a strictly ordinal scale and show no great 
accuracy, but for clarity of presentation these tables show which stakeholder ranked the policy 
more successful overall.
Table 7.14 -  Mean score of policy line objectives from Calvia’s policy
Success of C alvia’s policy objectives
Score: 1= not at all successful, 5 very successful
Objective line NGO Private Public
Action Line 1 2.5 3 3.7
Action Line 2 4 3.7 3.5
Action Line 3 2.5 3.5 3.7
Action Line 4 3.5 3.8 3
Action Line 5 3.5 3.6 3.6
Action Line 6 3 3.6 3.6
Action Line 7 3 2.7 2.4
Action Line 8 3.5 3.6 3.1
Action Line 9 3.5 3.6 3.2
Action Line 10 3.5 4 3
Average overall score 3.3 3.5 3.3
Note: the author realises that no large claims can be m ade statistically an d  m ean scores are  used for parsim ony  
purposes only.
In Calvia the private sector ranked the success of implementation higher than both the public 
and NGO sectors although the variance between the groups was small with only .3 between the 
three groups. For each policy action line, stakeholders differed on their views of successful 
implementation although with regard to the degree of difference, the average mean score 
variance was not more than 1. Interestingly, although the private sector in Calvia felt that the 
policy didn’t address all the issues of sustainability such as second home building, and that 
politicians talked more than acted, they awarded the highest successful implementation 
ranking. The public sector representatives gave the lowest score for any one action line (2.4/5) 
and the private sector representatives gave the highest with a score of 3.8/5. From these 
results it can be assumed that there was a fair level of success of policy implementation. Many
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respondents in Calvia noted that although most policy initiatives had been addressed and the 
level of implementation overall was somewhat successful, there were many issues which had 
not been addressed in the policy and that the policy was not adapted or implemented quickly 
enough to address additional concerns such as the over-building of second homes.
7.6 Conclusion
Overall, the local government implementers were generally positive about the initiative in Calvia 
and believed that the implementation of the plan had been successful. The plan was concise 
with specific measurable achievements and indicators set out and those interviewed did not 
refer to misunderstanding or lack of clear objectives as barriers. Examining all the action lines 
and general barriers, the findings suggested that economic priority, lack of stakeholder 
involvement/participation, lack of integration into wider policy, lack of coordination between 
government ministries and sectors and lack of previous planning were the largest barriers to 
achieving policy implementation.
The academic survey findings suggest that stakeholder involvement was an issue with 
implementation and this finding is supported in Calvia as there are many examples of lack of 
community involvement and private sector support for Calvia’s initiatives (lack of buy-in of 
cultural preservation and lack of increase in public transportation). Some explanations in the 
2001 evaluation report by government were the delay and difficulty of approval of measures, 
setting out the maximum annual limits in granting of building licenses and that only 25% of the 
initiatives had adequate working systems (Ayuntament de Calvia, 2001). In these findings, 
economic priority, lack of strict policies and lack of all support by stakeholders (such as the 
construction industry) were seen as the main issues. All respondents agreed that 
implementation of policy was that the change in political party in Calvia has resulted in the 
suspension of the sustainability action plan. Neither the current government nor the private 
sector respondents are sure of what will happen next even though the new government has 
been in power over 18 months. While the government has changed, perhaps it was the loss of 
vision by locals who vote in the elections which may also have had an effect. At the time of
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writing this thesis, the current government has not outlined any actions for sustainability and all 
previous initiatives have been put on hold.
Sustainability measures (such as increased education, revived water cleanliness) take 20-30 
years to see changes, of which many are hard to see improvement on a day to day basis. 
Therefore the change of political parties, which may be an issue for the continued 
implementation of the sustainability policy, is perhaps more of a result of short political terms 
(usually 3-5 years) over which little visible sustainability improvement can be seen. As also 
outlined in chapter 6, it was the long term projects, such as the improvement of water quality or 
education that received the most negative evaluations. Respondents revealed an interesting 
finding in that the local community, along with the lack of private stakeholders, were barriers to 
achieving many policy initiatives. In the literature and in line with academic thought on policy, it 
is usually stated that local communities need to be more involved in the policy process, 
however in the case of Calvia, the local community was involved in the initial decisive stages of 
policy formulation, then lost focus in part due to the loss of vision. The ST literature often 
discusses the initial development of a destination rather than the long term implementation. In 
Calvia, the local population endorsement was imperative to having the policy adopted (number 
of votes for the PSOE in Calvia). While the local community was involved in policy formulation 
and adoption in Calvia, there was a general lack of accountability for policy implementation by 
all stakeholders (local community, business and local government) which was a key barrier. 
This could be related to the local community giving priority to economics over social and 
environmental concerns and perhaps reinforces the idea that what is adopted in theory may not 
be executed in practice.
The majority of the public and private sector respondents interviewed thought that most of the 
initiatives in the policy had been implemented but that there was a lack of strong enough 
initiatives which had impeded the move towards sustainability. For example, Calvia’s policy 
created a law to limit hotel beds but did not limit second residences. Therefore, although there 
was a reduction in the theoretical population ceiling for tourism, real growth in the resident and 
visitor population reached a peak of 190,000 in 1998 (Ayuntament de Calvia, 1997:9) due to 
the increased construction of apartments and second homes, those not covered in the hotel 
ceiling law. The main discussion of respondents was about the quality of the destination which
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leads one to support Clegg & Essex (2000), who say that most initiatives have been to 
reposition the resort rather than implement ST policy initiatives per se.
Perhaps policy in Calvia was more about rejuvenating the destination than achieving 
sustainability in its purest sense. The situation in Calvia, is better than it was, however no 
respondent believed that Calvia was sustainable. This raises the question of whether the policy 
set out to achieve sustainability or to win public opinion. Were the initiatives strong enough to 
achieve change or were they set to be attainable in an economically favoured destination? The 
next chapter reviews and presents the results of the interviews conducted in Malta.
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CHAPTER 8 
Findings - Malta Case Study
‘carrying intention to action is a huge leap -  civil service is good at drawing up 
regulations but hopeless at implementing them’ (private sector interview #4)
8.0 Introduction and Research Collection
The author has outlined the process and reasons for the adoption of Malta's ST plan (see 
Chapter 6). The purpose of the field work was to identify barriers to the actual implementation 
of the policy as outlined in the tourism policy strategic plan ST. The field work aimed to identify 
the level of success of policy implementation and barriers in achieving objectives as perceived 
by those involved.
Questionnaires and interviews were completed in two stages: November, 2004 and 
November/December 2004, periods during which the researcher conducted personal field work. 
The first stage involved identifying the key people in the implementation process and gathering 
additional information about Maltese tourism and policy. Once key stakeholders were identified, 
they were given questionnaires and then interviewed face-to-face to gain in-depth knowledge 
on issues and barriers to policy implementation. During the second stage, the remainder of the 
interviews were completed. Interviews were undertaken to gain deeper knowledge about 
respondents’ perceptions of the policy which could not be extracted through a questionnaire. 
However, the questionnaire gave specific questions which could be measured quantitatively. 
Although many people were originally contacted and talked to, only those relevant to the policy 
implementation process were formally interviewed. Contacts who were spoken to and who 
helped provide additional information but were not incorporated into the findings included some 
NGOs, a historian and two University of Malta professors (see appendix F). A snowball sample 
approach was used to collect key implemented’ names. This list was then validated by the 
Executive Director of the MTA to ensure all relevant stakeholders were indeed identified.
Twelve (12) government people and representatives of 5 NGOs and 6 private sector 
respondents were interviewed out of a total of 23 identified (100% response rate) (see figure
8.1 and appendix F for full list of interviewees).
148
Figure 8.1 -  Malta Stakeholders (# = number interviewed)
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All interviewees were checked to make sure they had appropriate knowledge of the subject 
matter by verifying each interviewee’s role, their opinion on policy and sustainability. The 
interviewees included Presidents and Directors of key tourism organisations as well as 
technocrats involved in the implementation of specific policy action items. This chapter outlines 
their views on Malta’s tourism policy implementation, barriers encountered and mitigation 
strategies identified. A general question was asked about their opinion of sustainability and ST 
policy in Malta and asked them to define ST. These introductory questions identified if the 
propositions set out before doing the research were correct (i.e. adequate expertise of 
respondents, significant knowledge of policy process in Malta, engaged in implementation of 
policy). The general finding was that the propositions and level of knowledge about 
sustainability was adequate, experience levels were high due to the senior status or position of 
respondents and specific expertise was adequate to be interviewed.
8.0.1 Data collection
Each interviewee was first asked about their role, position and influence on tourism policy 
implementation in Malta. Each respondent was then asked for the general and specific level of 
success they felt had been achieved with regard to the 2002 - 2004 strategic plan as it related 
to sustainability issues, and to score what they felt the success to be of each 6 strategic 
objectives (on a scale of 1-5, where 1 = not at all successful and 5 = very successful). To 
establish key barriers, each respondent who did not think the action items and initiatives were 
successfully implemented (responses less than 5/5) were asked to identify problems/barriers 
that they felt had impeded the policy implementation process. Some respondents gave more
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than one barrier. These findings were then grouped together to see if there were any 
reoccurring elements or relevant findings. Additional prompting questions were asked to 
determine if there were any other policies, influences, or issues they felt had not been raised in 
the policy. As the carrying capacity study and the 2000 - 2002 plan informed the 2002 - 2004 
study, it should be noted that many responses addressed the overall attempt to move towards 
ST in Malta.
8.1 Motivations/reasons for policy implementation
The first question of the interview and survey asked concerned the main motivations for the 
policy and why respondents believed the policy was adopted (see table 8.1).
Table 8.1 -  Malta motivations for policy implementation
What do you believe were main reasons Malta has made 
efforts to implement a sustainable tourism policy? Public sector Private Sector NGOs
Common themes (frequency of barriers mentioned)
■ Need for quality standards (higher yield tourists) 8 4
■ Need to diversity markets 5
■ Because of international pressure- b/c of EU& Int’l 
regulations and commitments
6 2 3
■ Social and environmental impacts were being felt 6 5 4
n=12 n = 6 n = 5
Almost all the interviewees agreed that social and environmental impacts were being felt and 
that increased competition from other markets was affecting Malta’s success as a tourism 
destination. All respondents interviewed mentioned that Malta’s recent accession into the EU 
(2004) had some impact on the initiation of implementation as many noted that they felt Malta 
was now on the right track and starting to implement sustainability policies. Most of the public 
sector respondents (8/12) believed that there was a need to aim for higher yield tourists and 
upgrade quality standards. The private and public sector agreed that Malta had been 
overselling itself as cheap 3 S tourism and that the market had been saturated. Additionally it 
was felt that Malta could not compete with new destinations such as Libya and Turkey and that 
there was an overdependence on tour operators. Reasons given for Malta attempting to 
implement a plan included diversifying away from 3 S tourism and “exploiting” the existing 
heritage and cultural resources (Note: The majority of respondents used the term ‘exploited’ 
rather than protected. Exploit was the term used in the policy document).
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Impacts on tourism which have led to the need for more ST measures included: pollution, 
crowding, deteriorating aesthetics, decreased satisfaction of tourists, conflicts with locals and 
waste problems. “We have a degraded and shabby environment, archaeological sites are 
neglected, heritage sites are deteriorating (some don’t even have bathroom facilities) and we 
have more beds than demand” Private sector interview #1). “We are the most densely 
populated country in Europe and I believe we need to implement measures of sustainability - 
we have felt the effects of the lack of planning more quickly because we are a small island” 
(public sector interview #6).
8.2 Overall policy implementation as it relates to sustainable tourism
Although it was unanimously agreed by all respondents that there was a need for sustainability 
measures within Malta’s policy, respondents did not feel that Malta had been successful in 
achieving more ST. Respondents were asked to rank on a scale of 1-5 how successful Malta 
had been in achieving more ST (see table 8.2).
Table 8.2 -  Assessment of the success of Malta’s tourism policy
In the MTA’s strategy 2002-2004, it outlines that “MTA will direct tourism development towards a controlled 
growth scenario, as set by Government Policy based on the findings of the Carrying Capacity Assessment 
for the Maltese Islands (2001)”. How successful to you believe this has been?
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean:3 Mode:3 
Median:3
Mean:2 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Mean: 1.8 Mode: 1,2 
Median: 2,3
n = 1 2 n - 6 n=5
Overall it was mentioned that Malta is becoming more aware of issues of sustainability, 
however all respondents believed that there was a need for stakeholders (general public, 
politicians and other authorities) to be educated on the concept and elements of ST, the 
importance of tourism, and to understand the business case for moving in this direction.
Every respondent, even those who were very positive about this question, agreed that Malta’s 
tourism product is in decline and that future initiatives must be proactive - not reactive - to 
negative influences. Although The Carrying Capacity Study (Ministry of Tourism, 2001) “aimed 
at establishing a framework with parameters within which to direct future tourism development 
in Malta” (p 1) and focused on a ten year time frame, the majority of respondents agreed that 
there has been little happening in practice within the past four years, and that so far it was more
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talk than action. Although the majority of respondents made some positive comments about 
increased general awareness and some ST objectives were outlined in the 2002-2004 policy, 
overall they did not feel that much had been achieved in practice. All respondents agreed that 
much of Malta’s tourism is in a similar state as before even the Carrying Capacity Assessment. 
“Sustainability is not on the list of market forces, it is not sensibly done as people think in the 
short term” (Private sector interview #4). Some positive comments were made with regard to 
the setting up of authorities and better planning but specific prompting about the successful 
implementation of the policy in question resulted in a negative response.
8.3 Specific barriers relating to policy strategic actions
8.3.1 Delivering value and customer satisfaction
The first action item of Malta’s ST policy was to identify the value and customer satisfaction by 
upgrading product, environment and quality of service. There was a different option of how 
successful this policy action had been in relation to ST. The NGO and private sector 
respondents believed it had not been successfully implemented at all with a mean score of 1.4 
and 2, respectively, whereas the public sector respondents were more positive about the 
success of the implementation with a mean score of 3.3 (as seen in table 8.3).
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Table 8.3 -  Malta responses to objective 1
Q: Objective 1 - deliver value and customer satisfaction by upgrading product, environment and quality of service
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 
5)
Mean: 3.3 Mode: 3 
Median: 3,4
Mean: 2 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Mean: 1.4 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Common barriers (frequency of 
barriers mentioned)
■ Bureaucracy (lack of coordination) 6 2 2
■ lack of commitment to tourism by 
other ministries
3 2
■ Lack of commitment to ST (lack of 
value on the environment)
3 3 2
■ Lack of control 3 1 1
■ lack of efficient use of money 3 2
■ Lack of focus -  strategic direction 4 1
■ Lack of money 2 1 1
■ Lack of politicians will to change 
focus (fear of losing votes)
3 3 3
■ Lack of time 1 1
■ Lack of stakeholder cooperation 2 2 2
■ Power struggles between 
authorities (each has their own 
agenda)
7 2 1
n=12 n= 6 n = 5
The most frequently cited barriers were power struggles, political will and bureaucracy. Other 
barriers included lack of money, control, efficiency, focus and stakeholder cooperation. Within 
the last few years there have been many changes within the structure of how tourism is 
governed in Malta. The National Tourism Office of Malta (NTOM), which had been primarily 
focused on marketing, only became the MTA in 2002. With MTA’s creation, it also took over 
some responsibility for the environment and licensing. Many interviewees suggested that MTA 
did not have sufficient control over the environment such as litter and clean up, and often the 
lines have been unclear as to the respective responsibilities of MTA and MEPA. In addition, 
permits to upgrade or renovate property or other types of tourism permits are time consuming 
to obtain and often delayed unnecessarily. Many public sector employees at MTA outlined it 
had become like a mini-government. This has been reinforced by a recent consulting report 
(Deloitte, 2004). Because of identified issues regarding coordination and focus, the MTA will 
undergo restructuring in the early part of 2005. Many private, public and NGO interviewees 
pointed to this lack of focus as a key reason for the limited success of implementation of this 
objective. Because of a lack of communication and coordination with other ministries, there 
was still too much focus on 3 S tourism. “There is a lack of measurable objectives -  day yield 
may be higher for shorter stays but we are not measuring this -  we only measure the number of 
arrivals rather than the quality. Tourism is always measured in tourist numbers, not yield”
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(Private sector interview #1). In addition, the plans for sustainability are only two years old and 
there have not been any clear benchmarks for measuring objectives.
The lack of commitment to or recognised value of the environment was also highlighted.
Although some recycling efforts on Malta have been started, these are in their infancy and most
waste is still sent to landfill sites. The word for rural space in Maltese translates into ‘wasteland’,
and therefore development is seen as progress and a healthy economy.
“The Minister for the Environment only has 23 policemen for monitoring the 
environment, which means only 8 are on duty at a time -  it is not nearly enough to deal 
with prostitution, or gambling, let alone littering, dumping, etc. Even the Malta Hotel & 
Restaurant Association (MHRA) has complained about the litter and garbage. It is 
bureaucracy and lack of attention. Nature Trust tried to introduce ‘green wardens’ but 
the process was so long and bureaucratic -  a constant stop-start process” (NGO 
interview #4).
There was a difference of opinion between the public and private sector respondents. Both 
groups mentioned lack of stakeholder participation, however the private sector representatives 
suggested that only lip service is being paid to this. “They [the MTA] say that stakeholders are 
involved by having the private sector sit on the board [of the Authority] but nothing that is said 
by those sitting on the board is done - stakeholders give advice but it is not carried out” (Private 
sector #1). The public sector representatives mentioned that there was not enough thought 
towards sustainability from the private sector.
A barrier that was hotly debated was the previous policy to upgrade hotels to 4-5* levels, 
however many interviewees did not believe that having 5* hotels necessarily meant a 5* 
experience. They believed that attention to product had not been adequate, while there was too 
much attention on selling the 3 S’s rather than Malta’s unique product. This was forcing Malta 
into its predicament of being a cheap, low quality destination which was losing market share. It 
was argued that money to implement the policy measures was not being used effectively and 
that 150,000 LM had been spent on marketing sun and sand rather than Malta’s niche product. 
“There is a statement for planning of 15-16 more 4-5* hotels but when we have only 65% 
occupancy why is there a need for more hotels? Especially when 5* hotels are lowering their 
price to keep themselves open?” (NGO interview #4).
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8.3.2 Objective 2 -  Exploiting Malta's Unique Value Proposition 
The success of the second objective was not rated highly by public, private or NGO 
respondents with the average mean score of all three sectors being 2.1. Once again the public 
sector respondents were more optimistic about the results of implementation than those of the 
private sector (2.8 vs. 2 mean score) and the NGO representatives were again very negative in 
the rank of achievement.
Table 8.4 -  Malta responses to Objective 2
Q: Objective 2 - Implement programmes to exploit Malta’s unique value proposition
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 2.8 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 2 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Mean: 1.6 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Common barriers (frequency of barriers 
mentioned)
■ Lack of clear structure and focus 5 5 4
■ Focus on short term economic 5 2 3
■ Lack of awareness of ST 3 2 3
■ Ambiguity - lack of measurables in 
policy
3 3 1
■ Lack of will to change 2 2 1
■ Lack of funds 3 2
■ Lack of enforcement 1 3
■ Lack of communication and 
coordination within MTA
3
■ Lack of tourism as a priority by 
other government departments
1 1 1
■ Lack of guidance to achieve 
sustainability
1 1
■ Stakeholders have contradictory 
views
1 1
■ Increased competition by other 
destinations
1 1
n=12 n = 6 n = 6
There were some good achievements noted in this second objective. A heritage investment 
scheme named ‘inHERIT Restoration’ supported restoration initiatives in tourist historic cities 
(MTA Product Planning & Directorate Report, 2004) as well as cooperating with NGO Wirt 
Artna and Heritage Malta to restore the War Museum and Saluting Battery and some temples 
and churches. In addition, four countryside walks in Malta and two in Gozo have been 
launched, and are being promoted in English and German. There were few programs 
implemented in mass tourism areas although a tourism zone support scheme was launched to 
focus on domestic waste collection, cleaning and street washing during the summer season.
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Beach replenishment at St. George’s Bay and beach management practices were implemented 
at Golden Sands Bay. These were aimed to reduce the density of users (67:33 ratio of tourists 
to Maltese during June to October -  peak density 900-1000 users). Also, an EU funded 
programme called DELTA is being undertaken in the Cottenera area, in cooperation with the 
Ministry of Urban Development and Transport to transform the unique industrial heritage 
through a regeneration of crafts and waterfront. The Hypogeum, one of Malta’s oldest 
archaeological sites, has been restored and entry has been limited based on carrying capacity. 
It must be noted, however, that this was not done by the tourism department but by Heritage 
Malta with United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) funding. 
Many of the same barriers to the first objective were mentioned for the second, including lack of 
structure and focus of MTA and the policy, lack of communication and coordination within MTA 
and lack of will. Other barriers included a focus on short term economic objectives, lack of 
awareness of ST and lack of funds.
Interestingly, lack of funds was mentioned by both private and public sector interviewees, but 
the EU and UNESCO have been very generous in the restoration of heritage sites. Because of 
recent accession into the EU there has been a move towards introducing more private sector 
and co-financing schemes between the EU, government and the private sector. These 
proposed grant scheme aims to encourage the use of renewable energy sources such as solar 
panels through financing. Respondents suggested that lack of money was due to it being spent 
inefficiently or on marketing or other priorities rather than social and environmental issues.
The most commonly cited barriers were focus on economics and the short term, and lack of 
clear focus. There were several mentions of the continued focus on tourism numbers rather 
than yield, and the failure to use funds effectively. “MTA is still using methods of marketing 
which we know don’t work, like expensive advertising on London cabs and buses" (NGO 
interview #5).
The lack of clear structure and focus was linked to the short term economic vision. “We cannot 
have a plan to make money and attract tourists and then five years later realise that Malta has 
been ruined -  this is why sustainability is starting to take hold” (public sector interview #2). 
Although there was recognition among stakeholders of the need for sustainability, lack of action 
to implement was attributed to the lack of a holistic vision and the lack of a clear policy structure 
within the MTA. For example, Malta is famous for diving yet many dive sites are crowded.
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“Sometimes there are more divers than fish. We are not taking care of this resource 
maybe because we need to limit the number of divers but then this will possibly mean 
closing dive shops which would lead to socio-economic impacts such as loss of jobs so 
nothing is done” (private sector interview #1).
Another factor mentioned was that there was no accountability to make sure facilities or efforts 
to move towards sustainability measures were being enforced, and there was a lack of focus on 
preservation and protection of the environment; the focus was more on increasing the number 
of tourists (private sector interview #5).
“There has been a lack of communication between departments in MTA and with other 
authorities -  lack of focus, so many different niches being promoted. There is no clear 
decision on which and what direction and therefore funds are not being allocated 
accordingly” (Public sector interview #3).
A reason for this lack of vision was attributed as island insularity by one respondent.
“Metaphorically speaking, Malta has never refused any wheat -  we never say no to 
something even if we don’t need it -  we are a nation that jumps at opportunity in case 
we might not have it in the future. We are not really a rich country -  we don’t even have 
enough water or resources to feed ourselves but we are trying to protect our standard 
of living that we have obtained so far. This is why we are reluctant to change” (public 
sector interview #6).
The objective was also noted to be contradictory to sustainability as the term ‘exploit’ is not 
usually ‘sustainable’.
8.3.3 Objective 3 -  Diversifying markets to improve seasonality 
The third objective of the 2002-2004 strategic plan was to diversify markets and improve 
seasonality. This objective was felt to be unsuccessful with a mean of 2.9 for public sector 
respondents down to 2.4 for NGOs. While low, this objective was seen as more successful than 
the previous two (see table 8.5). Reasons for more optimism was that off season markets were 
starting to be sought out and the policy of allowing only 4-5* hotels provided for conference 
facilities and higher yield tourists than the cheap 3 S package tourists most common during 
summer. This was not seen as completely successful, however, and many barriers were noted 
as reasons or hindrances to successful implementation.
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Table 8.5 -  Malta responses to Objective 3
Q: Objective 3- diversity markets to improve seasonality
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 2.9 Mode: 
3 Median: 3
Mean:2.7 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 2.4 Mode: 
2 Median: 2
Common barriers (frequency)
■ Inefficient use of existing funds -  need re­
structuring
5 5 1
■ Economic priority to keep today’s market- 
focus on # ’s
6 6 4
■ Lack of focus/unified brand 3 2 2
■ Lack of access for more natural forms of 
tourism (hunters on cliffs)
1
■ Lack of products at quality standard to sell 1 1
■ Lack of awareness of Malta’s different 
product
2
■ Overdependence on tour operators 2
n=11 n= 6 n=5
one private sector respondent felt they did not have enough expertise to answ er
The same barriers previously mentioned - inefficient use of funds, economic priority and lack of 
focus - were the most common. Economic priority was explained as the fear of losing existing 
market share, hence the continued marketing focus on 3 S tourism and the poor 
implementation attempts of extending seasonality. There has been a lack of focus on more 
sustainable forms of tourism such as hiking, horseback riding, sailing, and heritage, and one 
NGO representative also noted that there was a lack of access to more natural areas because 
of the continued hunting of birds on Malta’s cliffs. An explanation of why diversification of 
markets has been unsuccessful was given as “the entrepreneurs of today are a product of 
1960’s and 1970’s developers -  sun and sand. They have operational knowledge but not on 
how to manage tourism or awareness of issues of sustainability" (public sector interview #3). 
Because of the continued focus on sun and sand, there has been a lack of awareness of 
Malta’s other products. In the attempts to market and promote Malta’s other products, there 
was a complaint that there is a lack of a unified brand. “No one knows what Malta is -  we offer 
diving, heritage, culture, sun, sea -  we do not have a unified brand” (private sector #3). Almost 
all interviewees noted the main reason for lack of success for this objective was the continued 
focus on numbers of tourists rather than yield.
There is recognition that a shift is needed to move towards other forms of tourism but there has 
been little action in this regard. "Everyone criticises but no one provides solutions with regard to 
sustainability. There is a lack of environmental product and lack of recycling e.g. hotels criticise 
government but they don’t do things on their own” (private sector interview #1). An
158
!overdependence on tour operators was noted as one barrier. However, a tour operator noted 
that the hotels were not setting a minimum or maximum rate in hotels which should be required. 
By letting prices be set by tour operators, hoteliers continue to allow the sale of product based 
on price rather than quality.
Lack of efficient use of funds was also mentioned as a barrier. For this action line, inefficient 
use of funds was supported by the recent consulting report (Deloitte, 2004). Overseas 
marketing offices were found to have not been efficient and there was been continuous 
spending on sun and sand markets. Lack of money was also used as an explanation by one 
government authority -  Heritage Malta, whose aim is to protect, develop and promote heritage 
sites. Heritage Malta only received 800,000 ML in 2004 whereas the MTA receives about 8 
Million ML which they spent on marketing and administration. When prompted that there had 
been substantial UNESCO and EU funding, respondents noted that the existing state of 
heritage was very low.
8.3.4 Objective 4 -  Providing information for decision-making
MTA has had some success through raising awareness of environmental issues through eco- 
certification in hotels and also providing tourism arrivals data which has then influenced future 
decisions, although the lack of dissemination and integration with other Ministries and 
Authorities has limited this success. This fourth objective was seen as ambiguous by some 
respondents as they said that MTA did not have the influence or power necessary to be 
influencing decision makers as the MTA lacked focus and clarity in its objectives. Overall this 
initiative was seen as less rather than more successful as the average mean of the three 
groups was 2.68 (table 8.6). The public sector representatives ranked this objective the most 
favourably, while those from the NGOs, ranked it the lowest.
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Table 8.6- Malta responses to Objective 4
Q: Objective 4- Provide information for decision-making
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean:3.25 Mode: 3,4 
Median: 3
Mean: 2.6 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean:2.2 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Common barriers (frequency of 
barriers mentioned)
■ Lack of dissemination
/coordination of information with 
other authorities
5 3 3
■ Lack of stakeholder involvement 
(including public participation)
4 3 2
■ Poor internal communication in 
organisations like MTA
4 1 1
■ Info that is made available is not 
being well interpreted by decision 
makers (lack of awareness of ST)
3 2 2
■ Lack of focus of MTA 3 2 1
■ Ambiguity of policy 3 1 2
■ MTA has no strong influence in 
decision making
3 1
■ Lack of political will 1 1
n=12 n = 5 n  = 5
O ne private sector felt they did not have enough experience to answ er
One barrier identified by a local council member was that the National Authorities did not use 
comparable data (often using studies from the UK for determining congestion and 
environmental options when car pooling, for example, was unknown in Malta). Yet, it was 
declared that local councils have known about some of the problems of waste and beach 
degeneration but have ignored it. “The national government now has a strategy for waste but it 
is expensive and costly to deal with in the short term” (NGO interview #4). This reference to 
the national government did not mean the MTA which points to another barrier, namely that 
often issues of tourism are not under the auspices of such an agency. Another barrier noted 
was that information was not being interpreted well by decision-makers. There have been a 
number of studies undertaken such as the Carrying Capacity Assessment, however little has 
been done to implement these as there is a lack of knowledge of how to use information and a 
lack of awareness among the general public and the politicians about ST. Lack of political will 
was cited by both a private sector and an NGO representative as the reason for lack of 
implementation. “The reason is politics -  everyone wants to protect their patch of grass (piece 
of turf)” (private sector interview #6).
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Again common barriers identified were the lack of focus of the MTA and poor internal
organisation and communication. Lack of stakeholder participation was also mentioned by a
large majority of the respondents.
"There has been a lack of stakeholder participation in the decision making process as 
not all stakeholders are involved. Although working relationships with MTA at various 
levels have been fostered, it was only last year that Heritage Malta was invited to sit on 
a committee of MTA relating to product development and more recently to sit on its 
main board. There now seems to be a determined effort to move towards involvement 
of key stakeholders and Heritage Malta is looking forward to participating actively in 
this process" (public sector interview #8).
8.3.5 Objective 5 -  Regulating the industry on a basis of defined standards
The fifth objective was ranked an average score with the mean of the private and public sector 
representatives above 3, and the mode and median score for all three groups were 3 and 4, 
respectively. There were some tangible examples which were cited as successful in this 
initiative and mentioned by all three groups which may suggest that communication or 
stakeholder participation was more effective for this initiative. The most frequently mentioned 
success of this action was eco-certification. The eco-certification is a scheme which assists 
hotels to reduce their impact on the environment through more efficient utilisation of resources. 
Recently launched, the scheme has 21 establishments representing 9,949 beds (MTA, 2004: 
7). Thirty three establishments received training and 21 establishments qualified for 
certification. While this is a good achievement, it should be noted that this is a voluntary 
scheme and currently represents only approximately 10% of Maltese hotels. The low 
participation can be linked to the barrier of lack of awareness about ST. Two private sector 
respondents declared that although the move towards eco-certification was positive, standards 
could move towards being based on EMAS and ISO. Other standards which were mentioned 
included new diving standards, and apartment and hotel building standards. Some larger 
private companies also have made efforts, such as the reverse osmosis plant, waste water 
treatment dual drainage and plant solar heating that Radisson hotels have implemented, which 
have won them a MEPA Environment Industry Award in 2002 (Zhara, 2004).
The most common impediments to achieving regulation of the industry were cited as pressure 
on politicians by the private sector, lack of stakeholder inclusion/involvement, lack of 
coordination within the Authority, and bureaucracy within other authorities (see table 8.7).
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Table 8.7- Malta responses to Objective 5
Q: Objective 5 - regulate the industry on a basis of defined standards
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 5) Mean: 3.4 Mode: 
3,4 Median: 3,4
Mean: 3.2 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Mean: 2.6 Mode: 3 
Median: 3
Common barriers (frequency of barriers 
mentioned)
■ ‘Brown enveloping’ -  pressure on 
politicians by the private sector
2 5 4
■ Bureaucracy within authorities 
(MEPA)
3 4 2
■ Lack of coordination within author 
(empire building)
3 2 2
■ Lack of enforcement of standards 1 2 3
■ Lack of stakeholder involvement -too  
much power of private sector -  not 
enough of others
4 2
■ Lack of money 3 1
■ Lack of coordination with other 
authorities/ministries
3
■ Lack of awareness of ST 1
n = 1 1 n = 6 n = 5
1 public sector felt they did not have expertise to answ er
Industry regulations were a debated topic. For instance, there was a lot of debate and tension 
about the possible construction of a golf course, which many people believe is needed to 
achieve 5* tourism and which should therefore be decided by MTA. Others think that there is no 
real competitive advantage of golf and that MEPA was completely justified turning down 
planning applications based on the need to protect and conserve natural and cultural heritage.
It was rumoured among some respondents that the pressure brought by the private sector, 
specifically developers, moved the Prime Minister to decide that two golf courses should now 
be developed and who has authorised MEPA to find two locations -  one on Malta and the other 
on Gozo. Another issue described as 'brown enveloping’ refers to political back scratching or 
bribes and respondents felt too much power is held by the private sector for development as a 
result of this common practice. It is known that there is already a surplus of beds, yet there are 
still more development projects slated. As one public sector interviewee explained,
“construction firms submit bids for 60% larger than what they want and then when there is an 
uprising, they concede and reduce by 60% and build what they originally wanted" (interview 
#6). This issue was described as pressure of developers and also bureaucracy and archaic 
laws.
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“Currently 25-27% of all buildings are vacant because of archaic rental laws and 
because the economy is based on building and selling of property and land.
Essentially, of the approximately 150,000 dwellings in Malta, 40,000 are vacant, yet the 
planning authority still issues between 3-4000 building permits for dwellings each year 
and the rate of need for them is far less (1500 per year)” (NGO interview #2).
Another example was Blue Flag beaches. ‘“Malta has been talking about blue flag beaches for 
years but this year was the first time we had one” (private sector interview #2).
Bureaucracy was also mentioned as a barrier to regulating the industry based on defined 
standards “There are 200 pages of legislation on how to run a self catering apartment -  maybe 
we would be better with de-regulation" (public sector interview #7). Additionally, planning permit 
applications were noted as tedious. For a tourism application to be approved it must go through 
two stages, first it must be approved by MTA for tourism compliance based on set criteria and 
second, the application must be passed by MEPA after assessment on land use policy. 
“Planning or licensing permissions from MEPA are tedious and full of bureaucracy -  a year to 
get a license to fix up an old house is ridiculous” (private sector interview #1).
8.3.6 Objective 6 -  building alliances with stakeholders
The final objective of the policy received mixed results (see table 8.7). The public sector 
respondents believed it was more successful than the private and NGO respondents with a 
mean score of 3.25, whereas the private and NGO respondents scored the objective as 2.5 and
2.2 respectively. The most common barrier was the lack of participation by all stakeholders and 
although there were positive efforts to have private sector representatives on the board of MTA 
starting in 2002, board membership was not seen as representative or inclusive, as NGOs’ and 
smaller businesses did not have seats. The MTA’s recent initiatives show that it has been 
willing to meet with NGOs on various issues, and the Authority puts out calls for projects. It is 
also willing to listen to new issues. However, some private sector and NGO representatives did 
not believe this was enough. An example of lack of alliances among stakeholders was the 
mention of the Thompson Fund. In the late 1990’s, Thompson in Malta set up a fund to collect 
10 cents from each customer to be set aside for environmental projects. Every 14 months a call 
was made to NGOs and government with about 10,000 Maltese pounds to be spent. “The fund 
was very successful, but there was a lack of other stakeholders duplicating it. There was no 
other uptake even though proposed to MTA” (private sector interview #1).
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Table 8.8- Malta responses to Objective 6
Q: Objective 6 - build alliances with stakeholders
Sector: Public Sector Private Sector NGOs
Success of Action line: (score out of 
5)
Mean: 3.25 Mode: 4 
Median: 3,4
Mean:2.5 Mode: 2,3 
Median: 2,3
Mean: 2.2 Mode: 2 
Median: 2
Common barriers (frequency of 
barriers mentioned)
■ Lack of involvement of all 
stakeholders
6 4 3
■ Lack of focus -  ambiguity of 
clear goals
4 1
■ Too much private sector power 4 1
■ High dependence on foreign 
operators
3
■ Lack of awareness in civil 
society
2 1
■ Lack of coordination -power 
struggle between authorities
2 1
■ Lack of $ 2
■ Lack of awareness of ST 1
n = 1 2 n = 6 n = 5
Other barriers to this action line included lack of focus, power struggles among authorities, lack 
of money and awareness in civil society, high dependence on tour operators, and unequal 
private sector power.
The high dependence on foreign tour operators links back to other action line barriers, such as
the lack of will to shift seasonality. “There has been a trend in Malta that we focus on what we
want to sell rather than what the tourists want to buy” (private sector interview #3).
Some public sector respondents declared that the private sector had too much power. There is
a good relationship with the private sector many of the board of directors for MTA are made up
of private sector stakeholders to the point where it was thought that “MTA has become a
mouthpiece for the private sector” (public sector interview #6). Ministries and Authorities are
governed by different priorities, and tourism is not always considered a priority for them. There
are often outside influences which affect decisions and this was mentioned as the struggle
among authorities for power.
“There is a lack of willingness to cooperate among ministries and authorities. For 
example, there was an effort to try to provide a shuttle bus for cruise ships to Valletta’s 
main gates, but this was blocked by the transport authority because of pressure by taxi 
drivers” (private sector interview #2).
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8.4 General successes and barriers to implementing ST policy in Malta
8.4.1 Successes
Looking at all the strategic action items and initiatives outlined in the 2002-2004 strategic plan, 
it can be concluded that in the view of respondents there has been a general movement toward 
considering sustainability although not very much has been achieved in practice. General 
awareness of issues of sustainability has been raised among stakeholders, while the 
recognition that the MTA was in need of restructuring and that tourism needed to be considered 
a priority was unanimous. The Prime Minister recently set up an inter-ministerial task force to 
specifically look at tourism and in April of 2004, the Ministry of Tourism became the Ministry of 
Culture and Tourism thereby marrying these two elements for greater cohesion and possibly 
overcoming the barrier of awareness of ST among politicians (as was proposed in the 1989 
Master Plan). It was also agreed among the private, public and NGO respondents that tourism 
is economically important because jobs depend on this sector and that this needed to be 
protected long-term. It was believed that the economic long term sustainability was also 
recognised and that the concepts of social and environmental sustainability were gaining 
awareness.
Another positive measure which may overcome the barrier of lack of money was the November 
24,2004, government budget speech whereby an additional !4 million LM (for a total of L.M. 
£1.35 million per year) have been allocated to Heritage Malta. There have been some 
encouraging measures to diversify the market as dive, conference and other types of tourism 
have been increased. The MTA implemented an eco-certification program for hotels, the St. 
George’s Bay area has been rehabilitated and some small recycling pilot projects have been 
started.
8.4.2 Barriers
Although there have been some positive achievements in the Malta tourism strategy, in reality 
little has been achieved in practice. Table 8.9 outlines some of the key barriers identified with 
regard to the policy process overall.
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Table 8.9- Malta - Main barriers identified
Q: What were the main issues/barriers with the policy implementation?
Sector: Public Private NGO
Common themes (frequency of barriers mentioned)
■ More talk than action -  more just to gain votes 4 6 4
■ Economic priority over social and 
environmental
6 4 4
■ Lack of coordination between Ministries and 
authorities -  power struggles
7 4 3
■ Short term focus 6 3 4
■ Lack commitment to sustainability (tourism is 
not seen as a priority)
7 2 2
■ Pressure on politicians for development 3 3 5
■ Lack of understanding/awareness of ST 5 2 3
■ Lack of stakeholder buy in for ST 6 3
■ Lack of integration into wider policy 7 1 1
■ Lack of structure- don’t have coherent strategic 
development plan
4 3 2
■ Focus on tourism numbers rather than tourism 
yield
4 1 3
■ Problems of insularity as an island 2 3 2
■ There have been ‘creative arguments’ to 
stakeholders to accept non-sustainable 
proposals
1 2
■ Ambiguity of policy 3 3
■ Lack of resources 2 2 1
■ Lack of participation by stakeholders 3 2
■ Political clash between parties 3 1
n = 1 2 n = 6 n = 5
Note: a  large num ber o f  respondents listed multiple barriers
Respondents were asked to identify what they believed had been the main problems or issues
with implementation overall. Even though they were also asked to identify specific barriers with
regard to the six lines of action outlined in the policy, the researcher felt it was important to
identify if there were overriding issues with the policy implementation in general, as many
respondents discussed overall problems or barriers to achieving the implementation of the
tourism policy as it related to sustainability. Generally speaking, it was felt that although there
was an increase in awareness of sustainability, implementation of policy initiatives had only
recently begun to start.
“We see development as a mark of a vibrant economy but building instead is placing a 
strain on our infrastructure and environment which is not being faced up to. Malta is 
brilliant at identifying its problems but abysmal at implementing the plans to change 
them. I can think of very few reports which have been fully implemented, if at all” (NGO 
interview #1).
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This is supported in the literature by Briguglio & Briguglio (1996) who noted that enforcement 
problems are the main reason why environmental degradation still takes place.
A number of barriers were outlined. Most frequently listed were the lack of coordination among 
Ministries and Authorities, the priority of economic realities, politicians doing more to obtain 
votes than implement actions, a focus on the short term, and pressure on politicians. Many of 
these barriers could be deemed to be related in that it is often a short term focus which creates 
pressure on politicians as they are aiming to win votes.
The inefficient use of money and the lack of willingness to diversify markets also could be 
attributed to the focus on the short term. There is perhaps a fear of committing to sustainability 
in case marketing in other ways drops numbers in summer months, thereby affecting economic 
gains. As one public sector interviewee declared, “Democracy and sustainability don’t go 
together -  sustainability involves long term and democracy involves short term" (interview #6). 
Although it was agreed that a positive factor was that civil society in Malta understands the 
importance of tourism, it was agreed to that short term economic priority was more prevalent 
than environmental or social long term concerns. ‘"Even the pricing structure of resources is not 
conducive to guiding people towards more sustainable measures, e.g., water, electricity and 
fuel are considered a social aspect and subsidised” (private sector interview #5). Social and 
environmental issues have only come into focus since tourism has had a slump -  Malta has 
reached a saturation point in its lifecycle as a destination and therefore it is only recently that 
any urgency to adopt more sustainable measures has come into play. There is a ‘live for today’ 
mentality.
The MTA strategic review supported many of the barriers found in this research, such as lack of 
communication and coordination within MTA, lack of government commitment, lack of full 
stakeholder buy-in/participation and ambiguity of policy and lack of implementation of policy 
(Deloitte, 2004). The main suggestion of the Carrying Capacity Assessment (2001) suggested a 
‘growth management planning framework for managing tourism’s growth and impacts’ (p. 31). 
The public newspapers in Malta also supported this finding. The Maltese Tourism Authority was 
not operating effectively due to “insufficient focus, lack of branding policy and inconsistency 
overtime across markets” (‘Planning for Tourism’, The Times, Nov, 2004).
There was much discussion on the need for joined up government which arises from poor 
coordination among authorities and ministries and may also point to the power struggles among
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these bodies for money and control. Pressure on politicians for economic gains which were 
unsustainable was also mentioned and 'brown enveloping’ (bribing or favours) was frequently 
noted. This impact on political decisions is also backed up by the literature. “Decisions by 
politician are more likely to be influenced by votes. As a result, politicians and officials might 
invest in prestige and projects, which are ‘justified’ by reference to their ‘substantial’ economic 
and social benefit -  and the costs of such ventures are borne by the tax-payer” (Hartley & 
Hooper, 1992:23)
Power struggles among stakeholders were also cited, "It is bureaucracy - the dynamics of 
public sector organisations give rise to situations were decisions are not always taken in the 
best interest. People's egos, authority's specific agendas and even power struggles are factors 
which have to be reckoned with” (public sector interview #12). Because of this “tourism 
sometimes gets a white card for everything even above environmental protection” (NGO 
interview #4).
Another barrier was the pressure on politicians for development. Construction is synonymous 
with progress.
“There is a lack of understanding about what sustainability is -  MEPA resisted the golf 
course development for 15 years, but the Prime Minister overrode MEPA and now two 
sites are to be identified for development. There has never been a study done on the 
impact of golf courses -  the same happened with casinos -  everyone said it would 
attract tourists but out of the 3 we have now, 2 attract low-life locals, not tourists”
(public sector interview #6).
Little value is placed on natural landscapes. The pressure of the private sector on politicians
may be recognised in the desire for politicians to win votes. In Malta, there is a political party
clash. Government is a 2 tier structure -  national and 67 local councils. There are two main
parties whose power is won by gaining a majority of 65 seats in Parliament and the margin is
very close. There are 13 districts in Malta and each district elects 5 members to Parliament. 96-
97% of people in Malta vote and it is a very political island.
“In 1996, a tourism policy was set out by Labour but because of time it wasn’t passed. 
Then the Nationalist Party took power and passed exactly the same bill -  Labour voted 
against it (even though it was the same bill) just because it was the opposing party. 
Gozo is one electorate and usually the swing seat, which is why so much development 
may have been taking place in Gozo as they are ignoring planning regulations and 
issues of sustainability for short term gains in Gozo and to swing votes" (private sector 
interview #6).
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Many respondents felt the proposed golf course development will go ahead as Gozo wanted to 
develop and because it is a ‘swing state’. The political clash is that many issues of sustainability 
are unpopular, thereby politicians are unwilling to implement them for fear of losing votes. The 
Nationalist Party defeated the Labour Party and although the carrying capacity study was 
commissioned in 1996-1998 by the Labour Party, it was completed under the Nationalist 
government. This is the first time the two parties have cooperated.
The most commonly noted barrier across all interviews was the MTA’s lack of focus and 
direction. Malta has no long term vision for tourism because of the lack of continuity and control 
of tourism. There has been an overriding concern to attract quality tourists, but more effort has 
gone into marketing to niche markets than developing the product and quality in Malta. The 
plans only cover a two year period, and there is a clear lack of agreement about who should be 
implementing them which has not been improved by the MTA’s internal communication and 
efficiency issues. What is consistent is that there is a clear consensus that there is a need to 
invest in heritage and cultural attractions, so that the targeted 4-5* clients would be satisfied 
with their experience when they arrive. However, it was agreed that the overall shabbiness and 
deterioration of Malta’s built and natural environment means there is a need for product 
upgrading before marketing takes place -  marketing should come out of product initiatives 
which might be changing with MTA’s restructuring.
Another interesting barrier related to Malta being an island. Everyone is seen to know each
other and as Boissevain & Theuma (1998) illustrated, “In a country as small as Malta, ties
linking people to each other are frequent and unavoidable. We have already noted that the
legal consultant of the Planning Authority was also the legal advisor to the Hilton project”
(p.112). Often there is political back-scratching or ‘brown enveloping’ because developers and
ministers come from the same rural town.
“‘Scratching backs’ -  it is who you know, not what you know and this has led us to 
neglect things as everyone is protecting their own interests, e.g., the 5* hotels have 
killed the 3* industry by offering rock bottom prices which is not sustainable for them or 
the industry” (NGO interview #5).
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8.5 Mitigation strategies
A number of mitigation strategies for a more successful implementation of policy were put 
forward and a number of respondents believed that the barriers currently being faced by Malta
could be overcome. Table 8.10 outlines the mitigation strategies identified by all respondents. 
Table 8.10 -  Malta - Mitigation strategies identified_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________ ______ ______
Sector: Public
Sector
Private
Sector
NGOs Total
Common barriers (frequency of barriers mentioned)
■ Education/awareness 11 4 2 17
■ Communication and participation with all stakeholders 8 4 2 14
■ Tourism must be seen as a core value -holistic 
perspective
7 5 1 13
■ Have long term view 8 2 2 12
■ Strong governance /  political will 5 4 3 12
■ Strategic plan with clear objectives and accountability 4 3 1 8
■ Collaboration with int’ organisations (i.e. Eu) 5 2 7
■ Integration into a wider framework -  with other ministries 
and authorities
3 3 1 7
■ Acknowledgement that politics are complicated/ need for 
adaptive management
2 1 3 6
■ Adequate enforcement 1 1 1 3
■ New staff - more qualified 1 1 2
■ Political pact b/w governments 1 1 2
■ Incentives for good practice -i.e . Tax concessions 1 1 2
■ Phase in legislation- over time and gradual to obtain buy- 
in and education of those involved and affected
1 1 2
n - 1 2 n = 6 n = 5
The focus on short term economic gain was identified as a major barrier and respondents 
identified that an holistic long term view and integration into a wider framework would help 
overcome this issue. In addition, strong leadership and governance was cited by over half the 
respondents and the proposed Inter-ministerial committee was believed by 25% of public sector 
and 50% of the private sector interviewees to be a way for tourism to be seen as a priority issue 
and integrated into a wider policy framework. It was commonly agreed that there was a need for 
tourism to be seen as a core value and important by all other Ministries and that there must be 
a political pact by all government parties to ensure a long term, consistent approach to 
sustainability. Good governance and political will were specifically mentioned. Integration into 
other areas (transport, waste management) was discussed as a way to show other Ministries 
how tourism is relevant to them and therefore create a more holistic approach. This integration
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of tourism policy within other areas was mentioned by many stakeholders as a possible 
mitigation strategy as many declared that a substantial barrier was lack of coordination and 
cooperation among Authorities and Ministries. This has been mentioned multiple times before 
(e.g., Tourism and Recreation Community Survey, Cruise Passenger Survey, Tourism and 
Recreation Trade Survey, Tourist Survey and The Tourism Topic Paper) (MEPA, 2001).
Some stakeholders also mentioned that a stronger project management approach to policy 
objectives would be more successful. For example, a common problem within the MTA is that 
the Marketing Directorate and Product Planning Directorate were often not working together 
and communication of initiatives was poor, hence the possible lack of awareness of the 
marketing department about the more sustainable product which the Product Directorate was 
developing. “Marketing and other initiatives have to be supported by products with quality and 
high enough standards to reach expectations. You need a product development plan to ensure 
quality and this must be monitored with indicators of sustainability” (public sector interview #4). 
The private sector also agreed that a stronger management approach was needed to maintain 
mass tourism and also to improve facilities to make mass tourism more sustainable as well as 
develop other segments. The mitigation strategy was seen to be a clear strategic plan with 
clear measurable objectives and accountability. Respondents also identified that such a policy 
needs to be adaptive over time in order to keep up to date with trends and realise that people’s 
habits continuously change. More qualified people in some tourism and sustainability roles 
within the MTA was seen as a possible solution. "We need to use new human resources and 
ideas to achieve objectives. Reliance on the same people all the time is not the best way 
forward to bring up the new ideas and changing requirements in a fast changing and evolving 
tourisms sector" (NGO interview #3). Stronger strategic focus was also mentioned. 
"Government needs to plan funds and structure them to be maintained long term and ensure 
that they are feasible to achieve ST (based on different human and natural resources)" (NGO 
interview #3). Respondents suggested that the plan needs to be set at a national level. This 
links to the need for a holistic vision and possibly that the MTA needs more autonomy and 
control to implement initiatives. It was noted, however, that although some respondents felt that 
MTA should have more control, this should not be without knowledge and input from other 
stakeholders. It was suggested that the Board of Directors or a special implementation group 
should be formed including NGOs, government, private, academic and local council to hold 
groups accountable for policy implementation actions. Local government also suggested that 
national parties need to know tourist numbers and spending for each locality, to better manage
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them, e.g., in Bugibba, visitation ranges from 3000 tourists per day to 15,000 tourists per day in 
the peak season (public sector interview #11).
Education was the most cited suggestion with the feeling that awareness campaigns would help
to change short term societal beliefs and the ‘live for now’ mentality. It was also mentioned that
these existed perhaps because of island insularity and two public sector respondents
mentioned that this could be overcome by referring to more international examples and
cooperation with outside agencies. The awareness that different destinations and countries
have issues specific to them and that each place has its unique cultural differences (e.g.,
southern countries are more laid back in their efficiency and drive for environmentalism) was
seen to be important. A commonly cited strategy was to have more inclusion and involvement
of all stakeholders; a non radical approach was cited by one NGO in order to obtain more
successful participation. “We need to address projects in a proactive way involving all
stakeholders rather than just being radical and criticising them” (NGO interview #4). A private
sector interviewee also agreed:
“carrying intention to action is a huge leap. The civil service is very good at drawing up 
regulations, but hopeless at implementing them. There needs to be inclusion and 
accountability of the private sector and (non radical) NGOs. The approach must be win- 
win, not radical” (private sector interview #4).
A private sector representative also suggested that greater buy-in was needed by private sector 
stakeholders for sustainability initiatives. “Find sources of funds to do short but intense bursts of 
investment to upgrade and protect tourism sites which will pay for themselves in the medium 
term but will show to stakeholders that it is worth it and obtain buy-in” (private sector interview 
#6).
All interviewees recognised that moving towards more ST was not a simple task, and that 
sustainability is a long term objective. “Long term political commitment is needed -1 0  plus 
years. Sustainability is like buying a house -  you need a house with good foundations and 
structure, and it takes you 25 years to pay off the mortgage” (public sector interview #1). Many 
respondents mentioned that there was a need to focus on more than just short term objectives: 
“we need to look at tourism returns, not just arrival numbers” (private sector interview #5).
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8.6 Comparison of mean scores of respondents
Each policy action line mean score are averaged for comparison between stakeholder groups 
(table 8.11). The author has looked at the characteristics of the data and realises that no large 
claims can be made but that mean scores can be used as a means of parsimony only. The 
author also notes that these comparisons are on a strictly ordinal scale and show no great 
accuracy, but for clarity of presentation these tables show which stakeholder ranked the policy 
more successful overall.
Table 8.11 -  Mean score of policy line objectives from Malta’s policy
Success of Malta policy objectives
Score: 1= not at all successful, 5 very successful
Objective NGO Private P u b lic
Objective 1 - deliver value and customer 
satisfaction by upgrading product, 
environment and quality of service
1.4 2 3.3
Objective 2 - Implement programmes to 
exploit Malta’s unique value proposition
1.6 2 2.8
Objective 3- diversity markets to improve 
seasonality
2.4 2.7 2.9
Objective 4- Provide information for decision­
making
2.2 2.6 3.3
Objective 5 - regulate the industry on a basis 
of defined standards
2.6 3.2 3.4
Objective 6 - build alliances with stakeholders 2.2 2.5 3.3
Average overall score 2.1 2.5 3.2
Note: the author realises that no large claims can be m ade statistically an d  m ean scores are used for 
parsim ony purposes only.
In Malta, NGO representatives had a much lower opinion of the success of policy 
implementation than representatives from the public and private sectors, although this may be 
attributed to the fact that private sector respondents also sat on the Board of Directors for the 
MTA. Only the public sector representatives felt that any degree of success had been achieved, 
and they gave an average of 3.2 with only two of the six objectives lower than 3. By contrast, 
only one objective was seen as somewhat successful by the private sector with the highest 
mean score 3.2. The NGO average mean score was not optimistic with regard to successful 
policy implementation with a score of 2.1 and range of 1.4 to 2.6. It could be concluded that the 
NGO sector is usually considered to be the most in favour of social and environmental 
protection with no economic gains to be made in comparison with the private sector and 
therefore is the harshest critic to serve in an advocacy role. It may also be the case that NGOs
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were not consulted or included in policy to any noteworthy degree and therefore have only an 
external view of policy implementation processes.
8.7 Conclusion
In Malta, there have been a lot of good intentions but translating these into practice has not 
been realised. "Sustainability is more than written in a policy -  just because it is written down 
doesn’t mean it gets done” (public sector interview #5). Political will, lack of awareness of ST, 
lack of stakeholder participation, ambiguity, lack of focus of policy, poor coordination and 
communication within the MTA and among Authorities and Ministries, and short term economic 
priority were all cited as factors in not implementing policy.
The reasons for this lack of implementation are twofold -  first, there is a lack of political will 
because changes are likely to be unpopular and could impact on votes, and second, the quality 
of the civil service is poor -  there is a lack of communication and cooperation among sectors 
which creates an ineffective, inefficient bureaucracy. Enlightened government requires finding a 
balance between social, environmental and economic issues, but there is no perfect solution 
and therefore compromise and balance must be sought. As Pollacco (2003) argues, tourism will 
only become and remain sustainable in the long term if it is developed in the national interest (p 
xiii). Also tourism, although recognised as creating a large percentage of GDP, is not a voting 
issue and therefore often sustainability concerns for tourism are bypassed in favour of job 
creation, health or education.
The ideas and processes for ST have been well laid out in multiple documents but a lack of 
clear focus and communication within the MTA as well as power struggles and coordination 
with other authorities have hindered optimum outcomes. The findings of increased political will, 
focus and long term planning are supported by the recent Malta Tourism Authority Review in 
October, 2004 which noted “...the tourism industry would not appear to have a definitive 
specific plan. The MTA’s Second Strategic Plan has not really delivered as it had no specific 
measurable targets, no clearly mapped out action plan, no ownership and little input from the 
private sector...” (Deloitte, 2004:3). The report goes on to recommend similar mitigation 
strategies which support this research:
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■ “unreserved stakeholder buy-in and commitment to the shared tourism vision
■ all objectives have clearly mapped out action plans and clear responsibility 
assigned for the implementation of each action
■ effective MTA leadership and structures
■ government is committed to the attainment of the plan” (Deloitte, 2004:72-73)
In one area these findings are limited, as the Deloitte report argues that the private sector 
should be used as the primary building block for the formulation of the plan, while the research 
findings from interviews suggest that all stakeholders, including the NGOs and other authorities 
should be more involved to allow for a more integrated and holistic vision and better 
coordination and awareness of tourism with other sectors. This is not a new suggestion in Malta 
as Pollacco (2003) refers back to the Robens Report of 1967 which stated “the best of plans 
are of little use without an effective body, with full authority and the backing of the Government 
to execute it” (p. 20).
Many interviewees alluded to the need for greater education and awareness, raising of the 
need for sustainable forms of tourism among politicians and the importance of tourism to other 
ministries and authorities. There has been, however, a great number of reports and plans about 
ST and sustainable development within Malta and perhaps the problem is not awareness but 
that politicians are unwilling to make environmental and sustainable changes within the current 
tourism environment for fear of losing votes over decisions. Current bureaucracy - the pressure 
of developers to build or ‘back scratching’ favours which counter sustainability goals are related 
possibilities. The economic force of developing tourism through building has overridden and 
over-ruled social and environmental considerations in Malta in numerous instances. Politicians, 
by the very nature of the democratic system, are flawed in that they will work primarily to gain 
votes rather than actually implement what is written in policy as they operate on a five year 
cycle rather than a 10 year plus cycle which is needed to achieve longer term planning. Malta is 
essentially a polarised government -  only two strong parties which allows each to counter the 
other in the competition for votes.
Solutions or mitigation strategies agreed upon were that both the public and the politicians 
needed education about the importance of tourism, the need for ST, and the long term 
requirements of tourism which require strong leadership and political support.
There was no real divide between stakeholders as to whether or not they believed that Malta 
has moved towards more ST. Few examples could be given of actual activities for
175
sustainability, however approximately half of the interviewees believed that the MTA has 
implemented the 2002-2004 policy well with regards to starting sustainability initiatives. The 
other half all mentioned that sustainability has been a topic of discussion for many years, but 
that little has been achieved since the initial mention in the Carrying Capacity study of 2001.
Although Malta’s tourism strategic plans and Carrying Capacity Assessment contain good ideas 
for ST, little has been achieved in practice, and although there seems to be widespread support 
for measures of sustainability (environmental, heritage, quality upgrading and education for ST) 
in all aspects of the tourism industry, only the initial steps in moving in this direction have been 
taken. MTA has made a few efforts to start implementing programs for change, but these are 
only in the very early stages and so cannot be evaluated for effectiveness on a wide scale. The 
power struggles and lack of action are supported by previous literature. “Whereas it is clear that 
there is an acknowledged need for a change in mentality and attitude towards the environment, 
it is also demonstrated that change is hindered by several factors due to complex 
interrelationships”. (Parlato, 2004: ii). There is an inherent flaw in that mass tourism is seen as 
undesirable tourism, rather than realising that it is often the result of poor previous planning and 
management that has made it unsustainable and low yield. Upgrading lacklustre and poor 
quality mass tourism areas such as Bugibba are not seen as the solution. "If, say, 
accommodation in places such as Bugibba is at a scale of 3/10, improving it will not make the 
tourism product go from a 3/10 to a 9/10. Improving accommodation standards is important but 
ultimately it is better to improve the pull factors for tourists" (public sector planner, interview 
# 12).
As was the case in Calvia, Malta also has still not moved its main focus away from 3 S mass 
tourists mainly because politicians are talking rather than acting while in power. The next 
chapter will examine the level of consensus among stakeholders regarding barriers and who 
should be primarily responsible for policy initiatives.
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CHAPTER 9 
Quantitative Findings
9.0 Introduction
Two objectives of this thesis require quantitative analysis. First, to determine different 
stakeholder views as to the degree of implementation of ST policies in two different 
destinations, and second, to determine the extent of consensus among experts regarding 
barriers to effective implementation of policy and who should be responsible for implementing, 
paying for, monitoring and enforcing sustainability policy. Categorical aggregation was used to 
classify and separate data from both case studies in a consistent manner. This form of analysis 
involved looking at transcribed interviews from each case study and grouping common themes 
and repetitive words (Yin, 2003). In addition, as the variables are measured in nominal and not 
numerical terms, standard correlation coefficients do not apply, as these figures will not yield 
statistically meaningful results (Antonius, 2003, Sweet et al., 2003). Instead, for such variables 
as these, statistical association may be determined through cross-tabulations (Antonius, 
2003:148).
This chapter is divided into four parts. The first part of the chapter outlines the quantitative 
findings of key barriers from stakeholder groups. Barriers are then compared to those 
determined from the literature review clustering to determine if the barriers identified through 
the field work are similar. The most important barrier is then identified and stakeholder groups 
are compared. The second part of the chapter compares the barriers identified in Malta and 
Calvia for replicability. The next section of the chapter compares the degree of success of 
policy implementation between Malta and Calvia. Time of policy implementation, level of 
implementers and other factors are discussed. The last section of the chapter looks at the 
degree of consensus about who should implement, pay for, monitor and enforce policy in 
general. Findings from the questionnaire which was completed by academics, NGO, private 
and public sector stakeholders are analysed. The section goes into detail for each element and 
compares the situation in Malta to Calvia and also each stakeholder perspective.
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9.1 Barriers Identified
9.1.1 Frequency of barriers
A key consideration of this thesis is to determine barriers to effective policy implementation. 
Table 9.1 outlines descriptive statistics for all respondents.
Table 9.1 Descriptive Statistics of barriers -  total respondents
List of Barriers n %
Economic priority over social/enviro concerns 72 84
Lack of stakeholder involvement 52 60
Lack of coordination 50 58
Ambiguity 47 55
Lack of resources ($) 46 53
Lack of awareness 41 48
Lack of integration 38 44
Lack of monitoring 35 41
Lack of planning 31 36
Lack of control 30 35
Lack of skill 25 29
Political distrust 7 8
n = 86
The most common barrier identified by all respondents was economic priority over social and 
environmental concerns as 84% (72/86) respondents chose this. This table, however, describes 
total number of responses and does not allow for the different stakeholder groups within each 
group. Table 9.2 shows the percentage of respondents and each barrier identified.
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Table 9.2 -  Cross tabulation of stakeholder groups and barriers identified
NGO Private Public Academic Total
Economic priority Count 7 6 20 39 72
% 100 43 80 98 84
Lack of monitoring Count 4 4 11 39 58
% 57 29 44 98 67
Lack of stakeholder part. Count 7 10 14 21 52
% 100 71 56 53 60
Lack of coordination Count 5 13 16 16 50
% 71 93 64 40 58
Ambiguity Count 4 7 15 21 47
% 57 50 60 53 55
Lack of resources Count 4 9 18 15 46
% 57 64 72 38 53
Lack of awareness Count 4 8 14 15 41
% 57 57 56 38 48
Lack of integration Count 6 9 16 7 38
% 86 64 64 18 44
Lack of planning Count 2 5 11 13 31
% 29 36 44 33 36
Lack of control Count 5 5 6 14 30
% 71 36 24 35 35
Lack of skill Count 3 3 9 10 25
% 43 21 36 25 29
Political distrust Count 1 2 4 0 7
% 14 14 16 100 8
The different stakeholder groups vary with regard to the frequency of barriers noted. The most 
frequent barrier noted by private sector respondents was coordination (93%) but the public 
sector and academic respondents noted economic priority as the most frequent (80% and 
97.5%, respectively). All NGO respondents noted economic priority (100%) and stakeholder 
participation (100%) as barriers.
It is also interesting to note the differences between the destinations of Malta and Calvia. Table 
9.3 outlines the different barriers by destination.
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Table 9.3 - Barriers determined by Malta vs. Calvia
Malta % Calvia % TOTAL
Lack of coordination 21 91 13 56 34
Economic priority 19 83 14 61 33
Lack of Resources 17 74 14 61 31
Lack of stakeholder support 17 74 14 61 31
Lack of integration 16 70 15 65 31
Ambiguity 16 70 10 43 26
Lack of Awareness 17 74 9 39 26
Lack of monitoring 14 61 5 22 19
Lack of planning 11 48 7 30 18
Lack of control 10 43 6 26 16
Lack of skill 10 43 5 22 15
Political distrust/instability 3 13 4 17 7
Coordination (91%) and economic priority (83%) were the highest frequency by Maltese 
respondents whereas in Calvia the most frequently mentioned barriers were integration (65%) 
and stakeholder participation, resources and economic priority (61%).
9.1.2 Most important barrier
Respondents were also asked to choose one barrier which was the most important barrier. 
Table 9.4 shows the most important barriers noted by respondents in each group. Economic 
priority over social and environmental concerns was the most important barrier by all 
stakeholder groups except private sector respondents who noted awareness as the most 
important.
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Table 9.4 -  Most important barrier
N G O Private Public Academic n=
Economic priority Count 3 3 10 10 26
% 43 21 40 43 38
Lack of stakeholder sup. Count 0 1 4 7 12
% 0 7 16 30 17
lack of integration Count 1 1 2 3 7
% 14 7 8 13 10
Lack of awareness Count 1 4 2 0 7
% 14 29 8 0 10
Lack of coordination Count 0 3 2 0 5
% 0 21 8 0 7
Lack of resources Count 0 2 3 0 5
% 0 14 12 0 7
Ambiguity Count 1 0 1 0 2
% 14 0 4 0 3
Lack of control Count 1 0 0 3 4
% 14 0 0 13 6
Lack of planning Count 0 0 1 0 1
% 0 0 4 0 1
Count 7 14 25 23 69
% 100 100 100 100 100
O nly 23 /40  academics answ ered this question
The results which show that economic priority is the main barrier can be related to Mill’s (1843) 
(in Ragin, 1989) Method of Agreement, which argues that if two or more instances of a 
phenomenon under investigation have only one of several possible causal circumstances in 
common, then the circumstances in which all the instances agree is the cause of the 
phenomenon of interest (p. 36). In other words, the most referenced or cited barriers would be 
the causal factor. Economic priority was seen to be the cause of the phenomenon of interest if it 
is believed that economic priority has hindered the amount of stakeholder participation and 
integration into wider policy which has in turn not helped the awareness of ST issues.
To examine if there was any statistical significance between type of organisation and most 
important barrier, a chi square test was done. The results showed that there was no statistical 
significance among the correlated variables because the value is greater than 0.001 (see table 
9.5).
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Table 9.5 - Chi-Square Test for most important barrier
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 34.683(a) 24 .073
Likelihood Ratio 40.565 24 .019
Linear-by-Linear
Association 5.781 1 .016
N of Valid Cases 69
a 33 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .10.
Furthermore, if one examines the destinations separately, there no real difference between 
destinations although most stakeholders agree that economic priority over social and 
environmental concerns is the most important barrier. As can be seen in the chi-square test 
(table 9.7), the destinations are statistically not significant. The author realises that there are 
few numbers for comparison purposes and makes no large claims to significance.
Table 9.6 - Most important barrier: Malta vs. Calvia
NGO Private Public Total
Malta Economic priority 2 2 4 8
Lack of awareness 1 2 1 4
Lack of coordination 0 2 2 4
Ambiguity 1 0 1 2
Lack of resources 0 0 1 1
Lack of integration 0 0 1 1
Lack of stakeholder part. 0 0 1 1
Lack of planning 0 0 1 1
Lack of control 1 0 0 1
5 6 12 23
Calvia Economic priority 1 1 6 8
Lack of resources 0 2 2 4
Lack of stakeholder part. 0 1 3 4
Lack of awareness 0 2 1 3
Lack of integration 1 1 1 3
Lack of coordination 0 1 0 1
2 8 13 23
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Table 9.7. Chi-Square Test: Malta vs. Calvia and most important barrier
Value df
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided)
Malta Pearson Chi- 
Square
11.788(a) 16 .758
Likelihood Ratio 13.728 16 .619
Linear-by-Linear
Association
.014 1 .906
N of Valid Cases 23
Calvia Pearson Chi- 
Square
8.782(b) 10 .553
Likelihood Ratio 9.276 10 .506
Linear-by-Linear
Association
.165 1 .685
N of Valid Cases 23
a 27 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .22. 
b 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .09.
9.2 Comparing barriers in destinations
Barriers noted in the interviews for each strategic action line as well as general barriers were 
then analysed to see if there was any similarity. The individual action lines were explained in 
chapters 7 and 8, however, each destination is now compared to see if similar barriers are 
evident. There is no assumption of statistical analysis in this comparison and no large claims 
can be made regarding comparison of barriers in case studies to the literature review (as there 
are no numerical values). The common barriers in each destination are outlined in table 9.8.
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Table 9.8 -  Most common barriers in Malta and Calvia
Common barriers Malta Calvia
Lack of resources X X
Ambiguity X
Limited awareness of ST X X
Higher Priority to economic and marketing than 
environmental and social concerns
X X
Lack of integration of ST policy into wider political 
objectives
X
Lack of coordination between government bodies X X
Political instability/distrust
Lack of skill/practical knowledge by staff to implement 
policy
Lack of support/involvement of stakeholders X X
Lack of planning (investment was attracted before land 
use measures were imp)
X
Lack of established control measures X
Lack of monitoring
9.3 Degree of consensus between destinations about successful implementation
Private, public and NGO representatives in both Malta and Calvia were given questionnaires to 
identify the degree of success they believed each policy action line had attained (see chapter 7 
& 8). Each policy action mean score (10 objectives in Calvia and 6 objectives in Malta) were 
then averaged for comparison. The author has examined the characteristics of the data and 
realises that no large claims can be made but that mean scores can be used only as a means 
of parsimony. The author also notes that these comparisons are on a strictly ordinal scale and 
show do not have not strong statistical value, but for clarity of presentation these tables 
illustrate which destination ranked policy implementation more successful overall.
Table 9.9 -  Comparison of destination mean scores of policy success
Average overall mean 
score NGO Private Public
Calvia 3.3 3.5 3.3
Malta 2.1 2.5 3.2
Looking at the two destinations in table 9.9, NGO representatives in both Calvia and Malta gave 
the lowest mean score for successful policy objective implementation. Malta was seen as less 
successful on the Likert scale of 1-5 (where 1=not at all successful and 5=very successful) than 
Calvia, however policy implementation had only had official lines of action relating to ST since 
2002 and therefore only a two-year time frame was measured. Malta, compared to Calvia,
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scored an average of one mean point lower by both NGO and private sector respondents (2.1 
compared to 3.3 for NGOs and 2.5 compared to 3.5 for private sector). Public sector 
respondents scored both destinations similarly. This may be explained because it was the 
public sector in both destinations which was the primary implementer and the NGOs were not 
included in the implementation or monitoring process in either destination.
Factors which may explain the difference in mean scoring of degree of success of policy 
objectives between the two destinations are time and level of implementation. In Calvia, the 
policy process begun in 1995 and the policy implementation initiated in 1997. Although the 
government changed in May, 2003, and all policy implementation regarding sustainability was 
halted, stakeholder groups thought that there had been some progress and overall Calvia was 
more sustainable than before. Policy initiatives had had eight years of implementation and the 
original policy specified that some objectives would be long term and therefore respondents 
were asked how successful the policy had been since original implementation. By contrast, the 
policy initiatives in Malta were measured since 2002 as the actual written objectives were only 
added to policy then, even though the Carrying Capacity study with ST recommendations had 
been completed in 2000. The time frame therefore was much shorter for comparison purposes 
and since many objectives of sustainability are long term, relatively little time has passed in 
Malta. Additionally, Maltese respondents felt that the idea of sustainability was relatively new 
and a commonly cited barrier was lack of awareness of ST. Therefore, the overall awareness 
of sustainability was lower than in Calvia.
9.4 Degree of consensus of stakeholders
One of the objectives of this thesis was to determine the level of consensus among groups as 
to who should be responsible for policy implementation, cost, monitoring and enforcement. This 
question was asked as all stakeholders identified barriers to policy but the researcher was 
interested to see if there was any level of consensus regarding who should be responsible to 
see if it would shed any light on the respective barriers and issues raised. It should be noted 
that respondents answered these questions quite differently with many of them believing that 
one or more group should be equal in their role and therefore many selected multiple 
responses, and thus totals do not equal 100%. In addition, all responses ranked as ‘1’ were 
equally weighted.
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9.4.1 Implementing policy
The degree of consensus among the sectors regarding who they believed should be primarily 
responsible for implementing policy was strong (see table 9.10). NGO, public and private sector 
representatives all ranked national government as the agent who should assume primary 
responsibility. The public sector representatives also rated local and national implementation 
the same, which may be due to the level of government questioned or, in the case of Malta, 
because respondents believed that they were too small a destination to have local level 
implementation. All destination respondents felt that national government should be responsible 
for implementing policy, however academics felt that local government should be responsible 
for its implementation.
Table 9.10 - Who do you think should be primarily responsible for IMPLEMENTING ST policy in a destination?
NGO Private Public Academic Total
National Count 5 7 12 6 30
% 71 54 48 16 37
Regional Count 0 4 6 4 14
% 0 31 24 11 17
Local government Count 2 5 10 18 35
% 29 38 40 49 43
Local community Count 1 0 1 4 6
% 14 0 4 11 7
Industry Count 0 2 1 3 6
% 0 15 4 8 7
No one Count 0 1 0 2 3
% 0 8 0 5 4
n = 7 n=14 n=26 n=37 n=82
Table 9.11 outlines the different responses between respondents from Calvia and Malta. In 
order for a comparison to be made, it should be noted that each destination was weighted 
equally so that a comparison could be made even though the number of respondents were 
different in each case. When looking at the difference between stakeholder groups in 
destinations, Malta stakeholders thought that national government should be primarily 
responsible, however most Calvia respondents thought that local government should be 
responsible. This difference can be explained due to the different levels of government currently 
responsible for policy in each destination.
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Table 9.11 - Calvia vs. Malta: Who do you think should be primarily responsible for IMPLEMENTING ST policy in a 
destination?
NGO Private Public Academic
National Calvia Count 0 2 1 3
% 0 29 8 14
Malta Count 5 5 11 21
% 100 83 92 91
Regional Calvia Count 0 4 5 9
% 0 57 38 41
Malta Count 0 0 1 1
% 0 0 8 4
Local Government Calvia Count 1 4 9 14
% 50 57 69 64
Malta Count 1 1 1 3
% 20 17 8 13
Community Calvia Count 1 0 1 2
% 50 0 8 9
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Industry Calvia Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Malta Count 0 2 1 3
% 0 33 8 13
No One Calvia Count 0 1 0 1
% 0 14 0 5
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
All NGO respondents in Malta felt that national government should have primary responsibility; 
however NGO respondents in Calvia were split between local government and the community 
taking the lead. The majority of private sector respondents in Malta (87%) felt that the national 
government should be responsible, but there was no consensus among Calvia’s private sector 
respondents. The public sector in Malta also agreed with the other respondents in the 
destination noting that the national government should be primarily responsible for 
implementing policy, but in Calvia, public sector respondents felt that local government should 
be responsible (69%). Most respondents in Malta felt that policy implementation needed to be 
top down, however respondents clarified that it should not involve political interference. 
Although they believed that strategy and implementation needed to be directed from the top 
down, only those who were skilled in ST should be implemented, rather than those who could 
gain politically. Calvia respondents were split in their views with no clear consensus among 
stakeholder groups.
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9.4.2 Paving for policy
Respondents were then asked who they believed should pay for policy implementation. There 
was no clear consensus as to who should be primarily responsible (see table 9.12). Academic 
responses were split with regard to who should pay for policy with 29% of respondents saying 
the consumer should be primarily responsible with 29% noting that ‘all or some’ should share 
costs. NGO respondents concurred with the academics that all should share costs (46%). 
However, the largest number of private sector respondents interestingly felt that industry should 
be primarily responsible (38%).
There was also a large percentage that did not concur with the others. 29% of academics felt 
that the consumer or everyone should pay, whereas 48% of the public sector respondents 
thought the national government should pay.
Table 9.12 - Who should PAY for ST policy implementation at a destination?
NGO Private Public Academic Total
National gov. Count 2 3 12 4 21
% 29 23 48 12 27
Regional gov. Count 0 1 6 1 8
% 0 8 24 3 10
Local government Count 0 2 5 4 11
% 0 15 20 12 14
Consumer Count 1 0 3 10 14
% 14 0 12 29 18
Industry Count 2 5 9 5 21
% 29 38 36 15 27
No one Count 0 1 0 0 1
% 0 8 0 0 1
All share Count 3 3 6 10 22
% 43 23 24 29 28
n=7 n =13 n=25 n=34 n =82
When the two destinations were compared, there was no clear consensus between groups (see 
table 9.13). In terms of private sector respondents, there was no large difference noted. In 
Calvia, most private sector representatives noted industry should pay (42%), whereas in Malta 
they noted that it should be everyone (33%) sharing costs or industry (33%). The public sector 
respondents in Calvia were split between industry (46%) and regional government (46%), 
however there was a clear majority among Maltese public sector respondents (75%) that 
believed it should be the national government.
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In Malta, there was a consensus between private and public representatives that the national 
government should be responsible for paying, whereas there was no consensus among NGO 
representatives. However, it should be noted the sample was too small to obtain a distinctive 
view.
Table 9.13 - Calvia vs. Malta: Who do you think should PAY for ST policy implementation at a destination?
NGO Private Public Total
National gov. Calvia Count 0 0 3 3
% 0 0 23 14
Malta Count 2 3 9 14
% 40 50 75 61
Regional gov. Calvia Count 0 1 6 7
% 0 14 46 32
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Local gov. Calvia Count 0 2 5 7
% 0 29 38 32
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Consumer Calvia Count 0 0 3 3
% 0 0 23 14
Malta Count 1 0 0 1
% 20 0 0 4
Industry Calvia Count 1 3 6 10
% 50 43 46 45
Malta Count 1 2 3 6
% 20 33 25 26
No one Calvia Count 0 1 0 1
% 0 14 0 5
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
All share Calvia Count 1 1 3 5
% 50 14 23 23
Malta Count 2 2 3 7
% 40 33 25 30
It should also be noted that in response to this question, many Maltese respondents declared 
that policy implementation regarding ST measures should come out of taxes, thus costs should 
be shared by all stakeholders as tax payers, and that a new tax should not be levied for this 
purpose.
9.4.3 Monitoring policy
When examining who should monitor ST policy, there was again no clear consensus between 
groups. Academics thought that local government should be responsible (38%), whereas 46% 
of private and 50% of public respondents felt it should be the national government. NGO
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representatives believed that regional and local government should be responsible (40% each). 
Again, many respondents noted that more than one group should share responsibility for 
monitoring, percentages thus do not add up to 100%.
Table 9.14 - Who do you think should MONITOR ST policy at a destination?
NGO Private Public Academic Total
National Count 1 6 12 7 26
% 20 46 50 22 35
Regional Count 2 5 7 6 20
% 40 38 29 19 27
Local government Count 2 5 8 12 27
% 40 38 33 38 36
Consumer Count 0 0 2 3 5
% 0 0 8 9 7
Local community Count 0 0 0 1 1
% 0 0 0 3 1
Industry Count 0 1 3 3 7
% 0 8 13 9 9
No one Count 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0
This consensus changes when comparing Calvia and Malta respondents (table 9.15). Private 
and public sector representatives in Malta agreed that the national government should be 
responsible for monitoring, whereas in Calvia, the majority believed that it should be the 
regional government. These results could be interpreted that a higher level of government is 
needed to monitor policy implementation. For example, in Malta, many respondents noted that 
their recent accession to the EU was the reason for policy to be initiated. Therefore, they felt 
that it was the higher level of governance that should be playing the big brother role. This was 
much less clearly felt in Calvia, where a sizable proportion still believed local government 
should shoulder this responsibility.
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Table 9.15 - Calvia vs. Malta: Who do you think should MONITOR ST policy at a destination?
NGO Private Public Total
National gov. Calvia Count 0 .1 1 2
% 0 13 8 9
Malta Count 1 5 11 17
% 33 100 92 85
Regional gov. Calvia Count 2 5 7 14
% 100 63 58 64
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Local gov. Calvia Count 0 5 6 11
% 0 63 50 50
Malta Count 2 0 2 4
% 67 0 17 20
Consumer Calvia Count 0 0 2 2
% 0 0 17 9
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Local community Calvia Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Industry Calvia Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Malta Count 0 1 3 4
% 0 20 25 20
No one Calvia Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
9.4.4 Enforcing policy
The last question asked who respondents felt should enforce policy in a destination. Once 
again, there was no clear consensus among all stakeholder groups, however NGO (43%), 
private (43%) and public sector (52%) respondents felt that national government should be the 
enforcers, whereas academics believed that local government should be responsible (57%) 
(see table 9.16).
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Table 9.16 - Who do you think should ENFORCE ST policy in a destination?
NGO Private Public Academic Total
National gov. Count 3 6 13 8 30
% 43 43 52 23 37
Regional gov. Count 2 4 6 6 18
% 29 29 24 17 22
Local gov. Count 2 3 10 20 35
% 29 21 40 57 43
Consumer Count 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0
Community Count 1 1 2 1 5
% 14 7 8 3 6
Industry Count 0 1 1 1 3
% 0 7 4 3 4
No one Count 0 O' 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0
When looking at the two destinations, the picture changed again, suggesting that respondents 
believed that a high level of government should be enforcing policy implementation. A large 
number of the private and NGO representatives in Calvia believed that the regional government 
should be responsible, although this was not agreed to by the public sector, many of whom 
thought that local government should be primarily responsible (54%) (see table 9.17). In Malta, 
there was consensus that the national government should enforce policy in a destination, 
especially among public and private sector representatives.
Table 9.17 - Calvia vs. Malta: Who do you think should ENFORCE ST policy in a destination?
NGO Private Public Total
National gov. Calvia Count 0 0 2 2
% 0 0 15 9
Malta Count 3 6 11 20
% 60 100 92 87
Regional gov. Calvia Count 2 4 6 12
% 100 50 46 52
Malta Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Local gov. Calvia Count 0 3 7 10
% 0 38 54 43
Malta Count 2 0 3 5
% 40 0 25 22
Community Calvia Count 0 1 2 3
% 0 13 15 13
Malta Count 1 0 0 1
% 20 0 0 4
Industry Calvia Count 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0
Malta Count 0 1 1 2
% 0 17 8 9
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9.4.5 Conclusion of Degree of consensus of stakeholders
Although the overall results are in accordance with the findings of the academic survey which 
noted that 87% of respondents felt that national ST policy could not be effective without local 
involvement, many Maltese respondents believed that a top-down approach was necessary 
and many Calvia respondents noted that without the national structure, local level government 
was prevented from implementing specific policy initiatives which were broader in scope (e.g. 
education, marine protection).
There was no clear consensus as to who respondents believed should pay for ST policy 
implementation. Although the highest percentage of respondents believed that all or some 
stakeholders should share costs, it was not a large majority. The academic group felt that the 
community should pay, with which no other stakeholder group agreed. For monitoring policy 
implementation, stakeholder groups were in general agreement that it should be a higher level 
of government that should be primarily responsible, however, there was no clear overall 
consensus. Regarding enforcement of policy, again there was no clear agreement.
One of the problems of defining ST is that it relies on values, ideologies and ethics that differ 
with every interpreter or stakeholder, and the findings of who should pay, implement, monitor 
and enforce support this. Twinning-Ward (1999) declared that ST is the responsibility of all 
stakeholders, yet if the various stakeholder groups cannot agree as to who should be primarily 
responsible, then there is a significant problem. The literature suggests that a multi stakeholder 
approach is necessary to achieve ST (chapter 2), however, Hall (1999) says that “coordination 
is a political activity and as a result of this coordination can prove extremely difficult, especially 
when, as in the tourism industry, there are a large number of parties involved in the decision 
making” (p. 278). Hall’s statement can be seen to be supported by the lack of consensus over 
the fundamental elements of policy responsibility asked of stakeholder groups in this study.
As Hall (1999) suggests that an effective policy needs an interactive or collaborative approach 
which requires interaction between the responsible organisation and stakeholders, the unclear 
consensus of stakeholder groups in this study shows that participation from all stakeholder 
groups must be obtained early on in the policy process.
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9.5 Mitigation Strategies
The following table showcases strategies to overcome barriers found through the research. 
There was quantitative data provided by the academics, however, there is no quantitative data 
collection of specific strategies from the destination stakeholders as the investigation asked 
how the barriers that each respondent had mentioned could be overcome. Although the 
academics were given a checklist (see chapter 5, table 5.14), it was felt by the researcher that 
the strategies most commonly mentioned in each specific case study by respondents were 
more appropriate in this study than the quantitative checklist. Although the checklist provided 
some possible strategies, the clustering from the literature was more specific in nature and 
related more to policy formulation than implementation. The most commonly mentioned 
mitigation strategies in each case study are shown in table 9.18 below.
Table 9.18 -  Case study strategies to overcome barriers
Strategies Calvia Malta
NGO Public Priv Total NGO Public Priv Total Total % (n=46)
Education/awareness building of 
ST 6 3 9 2 11 4 17 57%
Long term vision 1 7 3 11 2 8 2 12 50%
Participation (buy-in) and 
accountability by all stakeholders 1 7 5 13 2 8 4 14 48%
Integration into higher levels of 
government 2 8 4 14 1 3 3 7 46%
Have an holistic framework 1 5 1 7 1 7 5 12 43%
Political will /  collaboration 5 2 7 3 5 4 12 41%
Acknowledgement that politics are 
complicated/ need for adaptive 
management
2 2 4 3 2 1 6 22%
Strategic plan with clear objectives 
and accountability 1 4 3 8 17%
Collaboration with inf organisations 
(i.e. EU) 5 2 7 15%
Policy initiation at a national level 2 3 2 7 15%
Business incentives to abide by policy 1 2 3 1 2 3 13%
Political pact 3 1 4 1 1 2 13%
Set limits of acceptable change 1 2 2 5 11%
Stronger policies/legislation 1 3 4 9%
Adeguate enforcement 1 1 1 3 7%
New staff - more qualified 1 1 2 4%
Government efficiency to execute 
vision 2 2 4%
Phase in legislation over time and 
gradually to get buy-in and education 
of those involved and affected
1 1 2 4%
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There were many of the same mitigation strategies identified in both Calvia and Malta, 
including:
■ education (57%)
■ stakeholder participation (48%)
■ integration (46%)
■ holistic framework (43%)
■ political will (41%)
■ adaptive management (22%)
■ business incentives (13%)
■ political pact between parties (13%)
The most common strategy cited by 57% of respondents was the need for education and 
awareness. The next most common was stakeholder participation (48%), integration (46%), 
holistic view (43%) and political will (41%). It is concluded that ‘a holistic approach’ can be 
equated with an ‘integrated approach’.
A frequently mentioned strategy was that it is important for stakeholders to not only participate 
in policy, but also to be accountable for sustainability measures. Another frequently mentioned 
strategy necessary for the policy implementation to occur was that general education among 
the population at large was needed to trigger the cultural shift away from a ‘live for today’ 
mentality towards sustaining resources for future generations. Interestingly, a long term view 
and a multi-stakeholder approach were both mentioned in the criteria identified to achieve ST, 
as was accountability of stakeholders and integration into a wider framework. As achieving a 
concrete definition of ST is difficult due to the values attached to sustainability, it perhaps 
should be mentioned that the political, environmental economic and social environments need 
to be considered if ST is going to be achieved practically in the future rather than merely an 
endorsed concept. This was noted through the respondents’ mention of adaptive management 
and Calvia’s suggestion for stronger legislation and Malta’s focus on clear measurable 
objectives. It should be pointed out, however, that there is no best practice in policy making as 
the political arena is always influenced by various stakeholders who have different values and 
competing ideas. Additionally, organisations and political parties change over time and are 
therefore not static -  this again was addressed by respondents in the case studies, noting 
adaptive management, phased-in legislation and acknowledgement that policies are often 
complicated.
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There are some possible distinctions to be made from the varying mitigation strategies. First, 
Calvia’s respondents mentioned the need for national level government endorsement and 
support for local government policy, and they also mention setting limits of acceptable change. 
The suggestion of setting limits was given a reflection of hindsight to the lack of planning that 
Calvia had experienced which drove the starting point for sustainability efforts down. In Malta, 
the need for qualified staff and clear objectives were mentioned which reflected the short time 
frame experienced in Malta. The process of implementation there was new and there was an 
overall lack of focus and sustainability objectives within the MTA.
9.6 Conclusion
The findings from the quantitative analysis reveal that economic priority over social and 
environmental concerns ranks as the most frequent barrier to the effective implementation of 
ST policy.
From the results of the above quantitative findings, however, no clear conclusions have 
emerged which can be delineated as to who should be responsible for policy roles. However, 
these findings reconfirm that there is often a discrepancy between theory and practice,as 
academics had more definitive views on these issues that were not in accordance with those of 
practitioners or other stakeholder groups. The differences found in responses from respondents 
in Calvia and Malta tend to support the view that although higher level government and control 
is needed to support ST policy, in order to implement it, it has to be at the local level because of 
differing characteristics and influences in each destination.
\CHAPTER 10 
Discussion
“If moves toward a sustainable tourism development pattern are to be successful, 
attention will need to be paid to institution building in the spheres of policy management 
and implementation” (de Kadt, 1992:66).
10.0 Introduction
Looking at local areas and their tourism development, many examples exist of uncontrolled 
development that achieve short-term benefits, but suffer from socio-cultural and environmental 
problems after a time, and as a result, overturn emergence as poor quality destinations 
(Inskeep, 1994). This has been the outcome in both Malta and Calvia. In both cases it was 
found that political power struggles and values existed within the policy process which added to 
the difficulties in implementing sustainable tourism policy. The original conceptual framework of 
this thesis, the Theory of the Commons (Hardin, 1968), was supported in the findings as many 
of the physical features on which tourism depends can be characterised as ‘common pool 
resources’ (beaches, oceans, parks, etc.) have been degraded beyond repair (Butler, 1991).
The Tragedy of the Commons is particularly evident in mass tourism destinations, in that, in the 
short term, the individual advantage of exploiting these shared or pooled resources is often 
perceived as being greater than the potential long-term shared losses that result from their 
deterioration, and consequently there is little motivation for individual actors to invest or engage 
in protection or conservation.
Overall sustainable policy implementation suffers from many barriers, which include both 
private and public sector issues. Figure 10.1 outlines the findings of this research regarding 
issues of policy implementation. The figure outlines the various elements which hinders or 
blocks successful sustainable tourism policy implementation. The seven inner boxes outline the 
impediments to successful implementation and the outer boxes give explanation or examples to 
explain the barriers. What this research concluded is that there is often more than one barrier 
to implementation and many factors overlap or influence each other.
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Figure 10.1 -  Barriers to achieving successful sustainable tourism policy
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Power struggles arise from all areas and have impeded policy implementation in all facets of 
government and industry and across many sectors, not just tourism. A number of themes can 
be extracted from the findings in the literature ranging from power clashes between political 
parties to lack of stakeholder involvement and accountability. The research findings span both 
description and understanding/explanation of policy (Hall & Jenkins, 1995) and reveal the 
influences and factors which have hindered the implementation process. This chapter will 
discuss different themes emerging from this research which are summarised in the above 
diagram and then focus on criteria and recommendations to overcome barriers identified by the 
various stakeholders.
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10.0.1 Power and politics
This study examined the implementation of tourism policy as it related to sustainable tourism 
and explored the political undercurrents and power struggles between different stakeholders as 
they prevented successful implementation of sustainable tourism policies.
Policy problems can be noted in Hall (1994), who states that policy is essentially about power. 
Perhaps operational, functional and implemented tourism policies are so difficult to achieve 
because of high expectations: “Tourism development is not created exclusively by private 
commercial enterprise, but an adversarial attitude often inhibits tourism progress” (Gunn, 
1994:435). Different stakeholders have different agendas and there is often a dis-connect 
between ideal policy goals and achievable outcomes. In addition, the local communities who 
vote political parties into power are also partly responsible for the power struggle over 
sustainability. Demands for improved planning for tourism have been widely supported as the 
key; however planning is rarely exclusively devoted to tourism perse  but instead is a mix of 
economic, social and environmental considerations which reflect all factors that influence 
tourism development (Hall, 1994). In addition, in destinations such as Calvia and Malta, much 
development happened before sustainability was even considered important and therefore it 
must not be forgotten that often sustainability is “working with what you have to improve it” 
(Calvia interviewee #7) rather than starting with a blank slate. Stated succinctly, sustainability 
has questioned the “assumption of a continuous, linear and more or less harmonious 
development for societies along a given track” (Becker et al., 1997 in Pollacco, 2003:359). 
Power is the underlying element of politics and this chapter goes into specific details to try and 
clarify issues resulting from this state of affairs.
10.1 Themes relating to policy failure
10.1.1 Economic priority over social and environmental aspects
The most common barrier found in this research was economic priority over social and 
environmental concerns. This barrier however is inextricably linked with political governance’s 
short term focus and multiple other barriers arise out of this. The focus on short term objectives 
creates a negative feedback loop with economic priority -  the shorter the political term, the 
more attention is focused on job creation and development for growth and other immediate 
results, which leads to economic priority over environmental and social concerns (e.g. Calvia:
199
the richest municipality in Europe but also with the lowest education level). This harmful 
feedback loop is perpetuated by political agendas being usually of a five year duration whereas 
sustainability objectives often need considerations of 10+ years at least. A 4/5 year political 
term is not long enough to achieve ST policy objectives and many objectives need 10-20 years 
to obtain results. For example, the policy objectives that were not achieved or not very well 
achieved in Calvia were mostly the ones that required long term vision and implementation. For 
example, restoring ground water to its natural state is a long and expensive process and often 
results are not readily visible and costs are high for a number of years. The majority of 
initiatives which were achieved in Calvia were the ones that were very visible to the community 
and to businesses, so that there were tangible examples of what had changed. The private 
sector mentality also feeds into this negative loop as its main considerations are focused on 
return on investment and the economic bottom line. As eloquently stated by a head of a global 
hotel chain,
“Sol Melia is large and has 12 hotels in Calvia which is a lot, but considering they have
3,000 hotels worldwide, there is not a high level of interest to invest in Calvia. The 
average return on investment for a Calvia hotel is 25 years whereas it is 10 years in the 
Caribbean, so of course we focus on the Caribbean" (private sector interview #2).
Both Malta and Calvia also show their past and future short term focus through their 
development patterns. Both destinations could be considered copy-cat destinations in that they 
have developed new product offerings or exploited resources solely because their competitors 
have and they fear loss of competitiveness. This perhaps has not changed since the 1960/70’s 
boom; they have just changed product focus to be competitive with other destinations (see 
wave effect figure 10.2). Sadly, destinations justify this by pointing out that development 
projects are vital to prevent the destination’s decline and to maintain competitiveness rather 
than to implement long term planning. Through the idea of up-scaling tourism in both 
destinations, the islands have also up-scaled their consumption patterns. In Calvia and Malta, 
water consumption by tourists is higher than by residents (the average consumption of 140 
litres of water a day compared to an average tourist consumption of 440 - 880 litres a day) 
(Boers & Bosch, 1994:58). In addition, both islands have or are planning to diversify into golf to 
attract more upscale tourists although the environmental impacts will be extreme. It seems that 
concerned stakeholders are pacified by developers promoting their desire to plan using EIA, 
although whether the long term feasibility of these new developments has actually been done is
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in question. As Bianchi (2004) suggests, aspects of sustainability have been framed in a way 
that does not challenge the core pillars of free markets and profit-maximisation.
The ‘wave effect’ as illustrated in figure 10.2, suggests that destinations are only focused on 
short term tourist arrival goals rather than taking into consideration the long term sustainability 
of a destination. The figure shows how a destination (as was seen in both Calvia and Malta) 
add product to augment the original offering rather than focus on the overall sustainability of the 
destination. This ‘wave effect’ could be seen to be justified by some authors who state that 
generally the efforts to enhance these ‘islands’ competitiveness’ as tourist destinations mirror 
the inability or unwillingness of policy-makers and politicians to distinguish between sustainable 
tourism and the need to promote tourism within an overall balanced growth framework (Butler, 
1997, Wall, 1997).
Figure 10.2 -  The wave effect -  The time cycle of augmenting a destination's offering
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In both destinations the focus has been short term with immediate reactive approaches taken
following a decline in tourism. Evidence is that both Malta and Calvia have completed a 
carrying capacity study for their islands yet have exceeded recommended limits ever since (e.g 
one million capacity was set for Malta in 2001 but marketing was aimed to attract 1.3 million in 
2003-2004). For example, there has been a focus on developing new golf courses (Malta) and 
a theme park (Calvia) to remain competitive in today’s marketplace even though the adverse 
environmental impacts are well known by all. “...There are dangers that market failure will be 
used to justify and rationalise any form of state intervention at the national or local levels and 
that tourism policy will reflect the lobbying and influence of vested interests” (Hartley & Hooper: 
1992:21).
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Another aspect of the short term focus is a fundamental flaw in tourism marketing (also relating
to the wave effect in figure 10.2). Most destinations focus on numbers of tourists, rather than
yield and new products are introduced into the destination to promote it. Measures of the
effectiveness and success of tourism policy to date are invariably set according to the numbers
of tourists that arrive at destinations rather than the net benefits that tourism brings to a
destination and there needs to be a change in government’s role from promotion to protection
(Hall, 1994, Hall & Jenkins, 1995, Elliot, 1997). In addition both destinations moved their
accommodation sector policies to include more 4* and 5* hotels, however this may not be
sustainable in the long term, because although this might yield more income per room night,
such facilities use a larger land area, are conspicuously sited, use more water and energy (air
conditioning, pools, etc.) and often include some element of foreign management or ownership
(loannides and Halcolm, 2001). Also many interviewees in Malta, for example, noted that
although there may be 4* and 5* hotels, it did not mean that the product was 4* - 5*. It seems
then that there has been a greater emphasis on intensive product augmentation (theme parks &
golf courses) which has created contradictions with the ideas of managing for sustainability.
Theuma and Boissevain (1998:113), support the view that governments do not see
sustainability as a long term objective:
"...development is still viewed purely in economic terms, and thus the ends- profit, 
employment, more up-scale tourists and project completion within the terms of the 
current government, justify the means -  the destruction of the natural patrimony of land 
and historical monuments.”
This focus is also a function of choice and markets. As declared by Hartley & Hooper (1992), 
society sometimes accepts the outcome of private markets which, left to themselves, may fail to 
function properly as externalities such as environmental effects. Conflicts in policy objectives 
often arise as job creation might destroy the environment and society may have difficulty 
expressing its preferences (p23). Elections often involve a complex system (e.g. taxation, 
services, health, defence, etc.) which gives politicians considerable opportunity to interpret the 
‘public interest’ (p24).
10.1.2 Lack of integration into wider policy
Another theme extracted from the research is that the majority of frameworks for policy 
development are for new or developing destinations rather than developed or mature 
destinations. Many policy frameworks or guidelines work under the assumption that planning
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can be adopted to incorporate issues of carrying capacity, social and cultural concerns and 
environmental issues, however the destinations which attract the greatest number of tourists in 
today’s’ marketplace are mass tourism mature destinations which tend to look at sustainability 
as a way to regenerate and rejuvenate fledging tourism numbers. It was generally agreed in the 
literature and by the academics surveyed that it was at the local level that policy was achieved 
(chapter 5). Much of the literature stated that it was at the local level where sustainability 
measures are achieved (Sharpley, 2003, UN/ICLEI, 2003) and the academics also almost all 
agreed that without local level involvement, national policy cannot be effective (see chapter 5). 
However at the local level in Calvia, many policy implementers believed that policy aims could 
not successfully be achieved without support and coordination from higher governments. This 
research found that higher level support and acknowledgement was seen as imperative and 
many local government respondents and implementers of policy in Calvia thought that without 
national and regional support, policy plans could not be effective because sustainability is wider 
spread than the local level. For example, economic growth and prosperity often hides growing 
social problems. One problem in Calvia was that of low education standards and high drop outs 
rates from school as the skill set needed for mass tourism type jobs (waiting tables, 
housekeeping, bartending) is low. A mitigation strategy suggested to overcome this problem 
was to legislate professional standards for the tourism industry and have the private sector 
endorse them so as to raise quality of service, as well as the social/education status of the 
community living in tourism dependant areas. Although straightforward in theory, a change in 
education usually requires the involvement of higher level government than the municipality 
level. Calvia respondents felt that education policies could only be set at the national level 
which would then provide a framework for the local level to implement.
Other examples of lack of integration include transportation and waste management. 
Transportation is dependant on a wider territorial plan including such elements as public bus 
routes and trains. In Calvia it was maintained that they needed to work with other municipalities 
to make sure all public transport systems link and that the regional government needs to 
coordinate and oversee this system. Waste is managed by the Conseill de Mallorca and not by 
the Calvia council, so policy initiatives were not even considered at the local level unless 
adopted by government at the regional level. Although the literature suggests that local level 
policy implementation is more effective as local governments have more specific control over 
the issues of sustainability within their areas, there is clearly a need to have an overarching
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framework and principles at an international or national level to provide guidance for local level 
policy implementation to be successful.
"Ecosystems rarely conform to the boundaries of cities or town, counties, states, 
election districts or even nations. This means that no single government jurisdiction 
may possess the authority to deal completely with a particular environmental problem 
or to achieve sustainability results” (Portney, 2003:14).
“Clearly, larger, more encompassing jurisdictions have advantages in terms of fewer
externalities, but there may not be the political will to address sustainability” (Portney, 2003:
15). A potential explanation for the lack of integration of policy initiatives is that tourism is not
regarded as important by many government sectors and there is a general lack of recognition of
tourism on political agendas (Richter, 1989, Hall, 1994).
Another issue relating to integration was examined in chapter 2 which questioned whether 
sustainable tourism was part of the wider context of sustainable development. In this research it 
was concluded that sustainable tourism has to be a part of a larger sustainable development 
strategy to be effective, as tourism is dependant and interdependent on many other industries.
In addition, without the support and understanding of other ministries and authorities, tourism 
policy is beset with lack of cooperation and communication.
10.1.3 Lack of coordination between sectors
The effort to combine development and conservation within a holistic framework becomes 
central to the problems of island planning (Coccossis, 1987:84). In Malta there was a lack of 
coordination with other ministries and authorities and in Calvia, although the tourism policy was 
the central framework for the local government, again there was a lack of coordination with 
other levels of government. In Malta, it was felt that many government sectors had their own 
agenda and there are power struggles between authorities. “There are a lot of empires which 
has been dynamic in creating their own agendas” (public sector interview #10). This is 
supported by Elliot (1997), who agrees that coordination with a diverse range of organisations 
and inter-governmental bodies is often complex and power struggles exist (p. 69).
In both Malta and Calvia it was felt that there was an issue of insularity from being an island 
and therefore that because everyone knows each other, there is not always the best person for 
the job in the role and there are a lot of ‘favours’ or ‘brown enveloping’. Boissevain & Theuma 
(1998) support this argument by declaring, “In a country as small as Malta, ties linking people to
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each other are frequent and unavoidable. We have already noted that the legal consultant of 
the Planning Authority was also the legal advisor to the Hilton project” (p.112). Richter 
(1989:11) also agrees and says that “where tourism succeeds or fails is largely a function of 
political and administrative action and not a function of economic or business expertise”.
Integration of government sectors is also a barrier. For example in Calvia environmentalists say 
that changes in Balearic planning legislation will override existing legal protection for species of 
birds and habitats of European importance in favour of tourist developments (‘Ibiza in danger of 
becoming a concrete jungle’, Travelmole, 04). In Malta, respondents noted that although MTA 
may have authorised a tourism permit, it may take months before MEPA issues the planning 
agreement. Singh & Singh (1999) agree with the problem of lack of coordination between 
government bodies, mentioning that Goa’s regional plan made tourism growth and 
development as a priority over coastal regulations. Lickorish (1991:64) supports this research 
finding as they suggested that politics and programmes of governments at different levels are 
poorly integrated as there is a problem with coordination of tourism policy, and actions and 
policies of one level of government may contradict policies at another level or with little 
consultation between levels or departments. Williams & Shaw (1998) suggest that there is often 
a conflict between a local desire to limit tourism’s impacts and economic interests of regional or 
national government.
Sustainable tourism requires close coordination between many other sectors -  taxation, 
transportation, housing, social development, environmental conservation and protection and 
resource management. It is often the case that a policy is subjected to change during the 
process of implementation (Younis, 1990) and these other sectors need to be aware of each 
other and communicate their needs and concerns in order to move policy implementation 
objectives forward.
10.1.4 Stakeholder participation and accountability
Both Calvia and Malta have adopted a policy for sustainable tourism and Calvia has been 
declared a successful case with regard to the adoption of LA21 and has been referred to in 
examples of participatory approaches worldwide (WTO, 2000, Yunis, 2000, UNEP/ICLEI,
2003). Although adoption has been successful, neither destination has been successful in 
implementing all aspects of policy and there has been a problem of stakeholder participation,
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as although stakeholders may have had input into the policy process in Calvia or the tourism 
board in Malta, they are not accountable for its implementation. This theme was identified by 
many respondents and included not only the lack of stakeholder participation and consultation, 
but also accountability. Literature makes reference to working with local communities and other 
stakeholders but does not emphasise the need for accountability.
While in Calvia there was a high level of participation in the policy process of adoption, 
commitment to sustainability faded over the years and was overtaken by economic growth. 
Originally there was a lot of support for the plan and dissemination of information was 
successful and awareness was high. In 1998, the Council collected signatures from 50% of the 
population who voted the following year to support the Partido Socialist in Calvia, however this 
support and enthusiasm dwindled over time for two reasons: 1) the community and outside 
world did not see drastic changes happening (many interviewees still said that Calvia was 
overdeveloped). Although only 14% of the land in Calvia is urban land, it is densely populated 
with buildings, and as previous planning specifications had not looked into sustainability, the 
urban density is still too high and the pressure on resources is still being exceeded. 2) a 4 year 
political term is not long enough to implement a plan of 15 years. Some of the actions from the 
plan have not been well received by businesses or the local community because economic 
costs have risen. The local population said they wanted a better quality of life but did not want 
to pay a water tax to limit water consumption. Businesses have not been very forthcoming in 
adopting renewable energy sources because they are costly to implement.
Often in literature, participation by stakeholders such as the local community, private sector, 
NGOs and different levels of government is deemed as imperative. NGOs in particular were felt 
to have been sidelined in the policy process and felt they could play a more substantial role in 
aiding implementation of policy. NGOs, because they are not usually economic players, are 
often excluded from the policy development and implementation and have felt that this has 
been detrimental to achieving sustainability. NGOs have helped to showcase environmental 
and social concerns. Din L’art Helwa and Nature Trust in Malta and Grup Balear d'Ornitologia i 
Defensa de la Naturalesa (GOB) & Friends of the Earth in Calvia have both raised considerable 
awareness about issue of sustainability and the environment and have pushed these 
considerations into the policy arena through the use of the media and promotional pieces to the 
public. This argument is supported by a Malta resident and academic Pollacco (2003) who 
stated:
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“A country as small as Malta, with its own particular and inherent problems, cannot 
afford that the full potential contribution of non-governmental organisations not used in 
the national interest. ...This is particularly necessary in Malta where the development, 
control and promotion of the travel industry is administered by a body with full legal 
empowerment that, at the upper echelons, is made up of the very capable and gifted 
members of the business community who watch over the interests of those they 
represent and who have their own notion of sustainability of the sector they represent. 
John Citizen is not represented in this set-up” (p. 185).
Hall (1999), discussing policy issues regarding tourism states
“often, the problem of developing coordinated approaches towards tourism planning 
and policy problems, such as the metaproblem of sustainability, are identified in 
organisational terms, e.g. the creation of new organisations or the allocation of new 
responsibilities to existing ones. However, such as response does not by itself solve 
the problem of bringing various stakeholders and interests together which is an issue of 
establishing collaborative processes” (p. 278).
Possibly a problem with local forms of sustainable policy being achieved is communitarian.
Communitarian characteristics create an enormous challenge as there is a clash between
traditional economic development and a different, more sustainable path. For some projects, as
can be seen in Calvia’s failed public transportation initiatives, dominant social values turn out to
be more resistant to change than anticipated. When little success is seen, interest tends to
wane. Another possibility is that as long as people (political and business leaders as well as
the general public) are willing to accept the status quo, little progress towards sustainability is
possible. “The lack of political will to pursue sustainability prevents all those professionals and
technical experts from doing their part” (Portney, 2003:128).
This is eloquently cited by Parlato (2004):
“An altruistic attitude towards the environment, resulting in behavioural change, is 
more likely to occur if motivation to do so is on a personal and individual level, 
through one’s own beliefs and value system rather than if it were enforced legally or 
simply viewed as a social or political ideal” (p. 57).
Community involvement is the ‘flavour of the month’ in academic and policy literature, however, 
true consultation and cooperation is difficult, and in the end relies heavily on the power 
distribution arrangement in a community. Often it is argued that resort decline in coastal areas 
can be attributed to various factors including surplus bed capacity, diminishing market share 
and volume of domestic holiday makers, competition from other destinations, reduction of 
average spend per tourist head and declining profit margins (Agarwal, 2002:31). While the 
author does not dispute these elements, it should also be noted that a rampant sense of 
individualism can also be to blame. The case studies of Calvia and Malta support the
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conceptual framework of this thesis by illustrating the validity of the Tragedy of the Commons. 
This paradox is one that applies to a variety of types of common pool resources. The protection 
of the common pool of resources such as the beach, ocean, water supply or undeveloped land 
will never be fully achieved because “the problem is that there is usually no incentive for 
individuals, acting purely in pursuit of the short-term, self interested bargain to use less air or 
water. To the contrary, in the absence of aggressive regulation, the incentives usually motivate 
the depletion of such common goods” (Portney, 2003:135). The Tragedy of the Commons is a 
system-level consequence of individual-level attitude, values and behaviour. This Tragedy of 
the Commons or ‘rampant individualism’ is where individuals are free to act on what they 
believe to be their own immediate self interest -  essentially a mismatch between what is good 
for society or the community and what individual people think is good for them personally. 
Therefore “this communitarian view suggests that what is good for the community in aggregate 
is not always the simple sum total of what is good for each of the individuals in that community” 
(Portney, 2003:130).
Even in the case of Calvia with specific legislation, the common good was still overridden by the 
self interest of the individual, i.e. the lack of uptake of public transport and water conservation 
initiatives by individuals.
10.1.5 Political clash
Does the left oppose the right solely on the basis of being left? In both case studies a 
commonly mentioned obstruction to successful policy implementation was that one political 
party hindered the other. This theme can be linked back to the focus on economic and short 
term gains and the short political timetable; however it also showcases the lack of commitment 
to sustainability.
It was suggested in the findings that there needed to be a political pact between opposition
parties to attain sustainability. A hindrance in both Calvia and Malta was that their governments
are essentially polarised with only two strong parties therefore one side would counter the other
based only on the objective of gaining political power. For example, as noted earlier one private
sector interview in Malta noted (#6);
“The Labour Party in Government in 1996-98 drafted the bill [Malta Travel & Tourism 
Service Act] and was preparing to pass it but there were rumours of opposition by the 
Nationalist Party (as the Government was then going through a crisis). In fact, in the 
latter half of 1998, the Labour Government resigned and the Nationalist Party were
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returned to government in the snap elections that followed. The Nationalist 
Government then adopted the same bill (which they were previously rumoured to 
oppose) and the bill was passed unanimously in September 1999.”
The same issue is apparent in Calvia and it was suggested that rumours were started about the 
Mayoress’s credibility to remove her from power. When the opposition gained power, none of 
the rumours were substantiated. The political clash is that the main thrust of the Partido Politica 
which gained power over the Partido Socialist in Calvia champions an unambiguous free- 
market approach and resistance to government constraints on private enterprise (Bianchi,
2004) whereas the Partido Socialist had been advocating a long term plan for limiting growth.
Another case is illustrated by the change of government. Interviewees and NGO noted that 
since the new government came into power, the declassification law and the urban plan which 
was written has now been changed and the current LA21 policy is 'on hold and under review’. A 
proposed theme park is now being slated for Calvia suggesting a lack of political will for 
sustainability and greater focus on economic benefits, “Hoteliers say that the theme park will 
create more jobs and lengthen the tourist season” (Mallorca Daily Bulletin 2004). Bramwell 
(2001) summarises this issue by saying “Many problems stem from the consequence of local 
cultural and political circumstances which are unforeseen or ignored, including an inability or 
unwillingness to enforce policy measures” (p. 362). In Malta and Calvia, political parties were 
seen to engage in more talk than action and this was seen as a major failing in governmental 
responsibility as politicians are in the race for votes rather than the long term good for society.
This constant priority for attaining votes is discussed by various policy experts. Boehmer- 
Christiansen (2002:357) noted that bureaucracies often have to implement and regulate for 
unpopular issues and therefore they act more in a NIMTO (not in my terms of office) principle, 
which leads to the ‘delivering’ of promises which are usually only indicative targets and 
timetables that provides administrators with tasks that may not impinge too much on politics 
today. Boehmer-Christiansen (2002) concludes his argument by wondering whether 
sustainability “will turn out to be ‘reactionary’ or progressive [and] is of course a matter of 
judgment reflecting the values of the judge. When judged from the perspective of human 
equality, the evidence suggests that seeking ‘sustainability’ is as yet little more than a political 
tactic that de facto serves capital accumulation" (p. 368).
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10.1.6 Lack of understanding/awareness of sustainable tourism 
Another explanation for policy failure was that there is an overall lack of awareness and 
understanding of sustainable tourism. The literature suggests that the problem with 
sustainability is that it is hard to define. The results refute this claim as all interviewees had a 
clear understanding of what they meant by sustainability and that there was a clear 
understanding of sustainability demonstrated in both destinations. A potential problem is that 
those who influence policy have a poor understanding of why sustainability is needed or do not 
see all aspects of the triple bottom line and instead focus exclusively on the economic gains.
For example, politicians focus on gaining votes and short term issues and therefore the drive 
for economic returns oppose the very nature of sustainability. In addition, the general public and 
voting population do not see beyond the immediate future. Society in a particular area (in a 
democratic system) usually expresses its preference for environmental and social issues 
through voting, however in both local and national elections, tourism is only one and usually 
minor (if targeted at all) aspect in the voting system (compared to taxation, health care, security 
and job creation). Therefore, politicians are given “considerable opportunities to interpret the 
'public interest" (Hartley & Hooper, 1992:24). In Calvia, the Partido Socialist was voted in 
because of public support for the sustainable tourism policy and was re-elected for the same 
reason, however, public support waned as many objectives and results were not seen to be 
achieved and public participation in changing behavioural patterns were lax (water 
conservation, use of public transport) because preference for immediate quality of life benefits 
surpassed concerns for the longer term. In Malta, there is generally a lack of awareness of the 
need for more sustainable measures and it has not yet become a voting issue. There the public 
is more focused on economic sustainability rather than the triple bottom line. This theme relates 
to the issue of a live for today mentality and support the Theory of the Commons. This general 
lack of awareness may be due to the lack of education regarding sustainability and although the 
term may be endorsed at international conventions and seen as a way to move forward, it has 
yet to have a trickle down effect to be a general household issue. Another explanation is that is 
a generation gap issue. As one public sector interviewee pointed out “entrepreneurs of today 
are a product of 1960’s and 1970’s developers -  they have operational knowledge but not on 
how to manage tourism or awareness of issues of sustainability” (interview #3).
Another possibility is that perhaps policy is not the driver of sustainability and does not yield 
enough influence as it is currently constructed. In Calvia, for example, the Santa Ponca marina 
which is promoted as a sample of best practice in achieving sustainable tourism is not greatly 
influenced by policy. The owner of the marina declared that the Gold distinction for
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environmental management by Lloyd’s Register (which is a world-renowned yachting body) 
carried more credibility with its customers than a local government led certification scheme.
In both Malta and Calvia the communities ideology is to live for today and this mentality 
undermines efforts for sustainability to be achieved as more importance is placed on short term 
economic gains for the country and the individual than the greater good. As Elliot (1997) 
explains, how a policy is managed will depend upon the political culture of the country and the 
country’s ideology and the importance it attaches to tourism as a whole.
10.1.7 Pressure of private sector
The situation in Calvia and Malta support the notion outlined by Hall (1999:281) ‘business 
groups tend to dominate the policy process to the exclusion or detriment of other interests’. This 
theme again relates to economic priority over other concerns. As Bianchi (2004) suggests, 
many problems of tourism development are associated with “poor implementation of existing 
planning frameworks rather than being linked to the power struggles embedded in the changing 
political and economic landscapes of tourism development” (p. 497). Such an example is the 
building of second homes in Calvia and the continuous building in Malta. As Pearce (1992) 
points out, sustainable development means growth and growth is not necessarily good, but 
development implies change leading to improvement or progress -  these not necessarily 
having the same meaning. This is the case in Malta as there was seen to be a general lack of 
value of rural or natural land in Malta instead that construction of land was seen as progress. 
The power of the private sector in Malta was cited as a possible reason for this. Some 
interviewees said that it was common for the large hotel owners to put forth proposals for new 
developments before each budget announcement. Often they were approved based on 
economic arguments for job creation and economic returns. One interviewee also said that the 
private sector “are breaking the law and then taking the laws in their own hands and changing 
them... These ‘sanctioning of works’ is usually carried out by the same powerful developers.” 
(NGO interview #4). Corporatism was cited as the reason and although there was a positive 
shift to have private sector representatives on the MTA board to include wider stakeholders 
perspectives, it was suggested by both public and private sector respondents that the power 
now lies in too few hands. This also supports the economic theory of Collective Action outlined 
in chapter 3 whereby Olsen (1971) suggests, "in the sharing of the costs of efforts to achieve a 
common goal in small groups, there is however a surprising tendency for the "exploitation" of 
the great by the smalt'(p. 3).
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In Calvia there is the same problem. Although the policy was adopted there has been a lot of
growth. One explanation was that in the year 2000, Spain adopted the Euro and therefore there
was a lot of black market money used to construct new buildings as the demand to build
increased because of fears of new legislation which would raise development costs (public
sector interview #13). Many mentioned ‘brown enveloping’ which is money bribes or ‘favours’
because of who one knows. One private sector respondent said:
“There is a black market here, a lot of money changed hands from those with influence 
e.g. there was a law for no more building but those who had money paid under the 
table got their building approved. It is not really corruption as it happens everywhere, it 
is just that a few govern the many - a few powerful people changed the declassification 
law to suit them”.
He later explained that “there are 6-8 strong businesses in Calvia which have the control. The 
loyalty of the policy is compromised as the economic interest of a few outweighs the 
sustainability attempts by others. This is because of a respect for dollars rather than the 
environment or social considerations” (interview #8).
The pressure of the private sector is recorded in the literature. Bianchi’s (2004) case study of 
the Canary Islands notes that there is a continued power of vested interests at local levels 
which is largely unchallenged by measures to promote sustainable tourism. Sharpley (2000) 
declared that sustaining tourism itself may ultimately be the question as there is a constant 
need to pay heed to economic sectors. Mandanca (2001) and Mitchell (2002) (in Bramwell, 
2003) note that “ a key obstacle to implementing planning controls on tourism is the political 
culture whereby there are ties between individuals and politicians involving obligations to grant 
favours and support, with these ties cemented through the collective memory” (p. 14). 
Boissevain & Theuma (1998) also provide evidence by illustrating the case of the controversial 
Hilton hotel development and political ‘back scratching’. Although policy is often mentioned in 
the literature, the political process, power struggles and political undercurrents are rarely 
explored. Lickorish (1992) suggests that the lack of specific interest in tourism policy was 
because tourism is treated simply as a useful secondary economic force to bolster other 
aspects of government policy.
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10.1.8 Current policy is not addressing sustainability
An argument that is not discussed in the literature is that the potential reason policy is not as 
effective as it could be is that policy does not adequately address sustainability issues.
For example, the problem of second home development occurred in Calvia after the policy was 
adopted and it was not adapted to allow for mitigation. The declassification law stopped the 
building of hotels but it did not control the building of second homes which have created a great 
pressure on resources. The policy addressed the issue of beds by tourism providers but not 
total number of beds. As one private sector interviewee stated, “The problem is that tourism is 
harder to control outside of hotels. Hotels have improved drastically since the Cladera I & II 
laws for quality, the problem is the creation of second homes -  hotels are usually self sufficient 
meaning people stay in them and eat, go to the pool, beach, bar etc., but apartments and 
second homes are everywhere and you have to rent a car to get to them, eat out, buy out. It is 
dispersing the tourism population - 50% is hotel tourism, the other 50% wasn’t considered in 
the LA21 plan” (#3).
In Malta, there has been no policy focus on environmental and social concerns in Bugibba
which has problems of polluted sea water, waste and overcrowding. ’’Bugibba goes from 3000
tourists per day to 15,000 tourists per day in peak season” (public sector interview #11).
“At the end of the day, it is the islands’ natural resources (i.e. beaches and sunshine) 
that attract most travellers in their bid to escape the drudgery of their everyday lives; 
this situation will continue well into the future and, thus, it is important for policymakers 
in these regions to ensure that the mass tourist product is developed more sustainably” 
(Bardolet, 2001 in loannides & Holcomb, 2003:44).
Unfortunately it seems that policy has focused on attracting new markets and reducing 
seasonality, both of which address economic priorities rather than environmental and social 
concerns. This is discussed further in the next section.
10.1.9 Rejuvenation or sustainability?
Generally there is no argument against making destinations more sustainable however, 
rejuvenation is often used interchangeably with sustainability, as many destinations see 
rejuvenation as a means to economic sustainability. Many Mediterranean destinations resorted 
to developing golf courses or casinos to attract new tourists (as seen in above figure 10.2). 
Coastal destination sustainable tourism policies have included traffic management projects, 
conservation projects, beach upgrade schemes and other such rejuvenation issues e.g.
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Mallorca (Hunter & Jones et al in Stabler, 1997) and Benidorm (Swarbrooke, 1999). Other 
resorts have augmented their development strategies by implementing sustainable policy 
options in an effort to rejuvenate their existing resorts and move towards more sustainable 
forms of tourism. Farsari & Prastoacos (2003) note that every policy they examined in 
Mediterranean countries had the rejuvenation of the tourism product as its end goal and this 
leads back to the question asked in chapter 3 - were measures implemented more as risk 
aversion or competitive management techniques, than a conscious effort to be more 
sustainable?
Both Malta and Calvia have focused on attracting higher yield tourists and diversifying away 
from 3 S tourism, not realising apparently that the majority of their tourists will still come for the 
sun, sea and sand and that infrastructure already exists. Efforts are needed to implement 
environmental and social measures within those heavily built up resort areas rather than 
focusing all efforts on developing new niches or areas. The main core of both destinations’ 
policies have been rejuvenation and diversification efforts. The findings from these case studies 
show a pattern similar to Thailand’s rejuvenations efforts. Wong’s (1998) notes that Pattaya (a 
3 S mass tourism destination), developed quickly with no or little planning or sustainability 
measures. As it became more popular, environmental degradation increased. As with Malta 
and Calvia, rejuvenation efforts only came when visitor numbers declined and the local 
community became frustrated.
Spain’s tourism, especially coastal development, expanded rapidly in the 1960’s and 70’s when 
3 S tourism predominated. The reforms that took place since has included restructuring and 
upgrading and have resulted in important qualitative improvements to many areas. Calvia and 
Valencia, as well as other destinations in Spain, have increased their chances of survival in the 
modern tourism world by adapting these measures. In Malta, a few restructuring and upgrading 
of mass tourism locations has occurred such as the initiative in St. George Bay but the main 
focus is on exploiting new niches to shift the focus away from 3 S in order to compete with other 
similar destinations. As these destinations rely almost entirely upon tourism, sustainability 
measures were introduced to try to upgrade the destination and regain market share rather 
than truly move towards attaining triple bottom line sustainability.
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Reading the quote below, things seem to not have changed as both Calvia and Malta seem to 
be looking for the next quick fix as the seeds of destruction are too difficult to overcome.
“Probably one out of five destination areas that have been in existence for thirty years 
or more are in noticeable state of decline. Some may still be experiencing growth in the 
number of tourist arrivals, but the seeds of their ultimate destruction have already been 
planted. When an area loses its charm, its uniqueness and the qualities that originally 
attracted visitors, it loses its competitive position (Plog, 2001:259).
It is clear that many destinations have not addressed issues of sustainability until negative 
pressures are felt. What is questionable, however, is whether sustainability efforts are then 
really addressed or whether another product is developed instead? Bianchi (2004) points out in 
his findings of the Canary Islands that sustainable tourism and associated policies involve 
considering 'solutions’ of destination rejuvenation such as resort upgrading, product innovation 
and diversification of markets but these ‘solutions’ often precipitate the extension and 
deepening of capitalist production along the coast as well as expansion of tourism into the rural 
and interior towns and argues that the emphasis still lies on enhancing quality and improving 
competitiveness as ends in themselves. Figure 10.3 offers a model to illustrate this pattern. As 
shown below, as destinations decline, attempts to introduce new products and/or reduce 
seasonality are the primary actions considered for destination development rather than actions 
addressing the issues of environmental management and social concerns. Although there have 
been some valiant attempts in Calvia and a few initial steps in Malta to address issues of 
environmental degradation, both destinations have focused their efforts on attracting new 
market segments and re-branding themselves as something other than 3 S destinations. Malta 
and Calvia’s recent marketing focus has been on heritage tourism or agritourism in an attempt 
to shift from the mainstream markets into niche segments. Figure 10.3 suggests that when the 
3 S model declines, new markets are initiated and promoted, however, proactive planning and 
carrying capacity assessments for these areas are not usually adhered to, thereby creating a 
possible future duplication of existing sustainability issues and ignoring existing 3 S problems 
as they are not economically feasible to address.
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Figure 10.3 -  Duplication of product life cycle - shift from one product life cycle to other niche markets
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Many academics disagree over what is meant by the term sustainability. In Calvia, the 1997 
Action Plan laid out its aims for sustainability and the research findings of this study were in 
general accordance with the need for the move towards sustainability, however an issue is that 
quality tourism is not perhaps the same as sustainable tourism. As Boissevain (1997:3) 
suggests,
“by offering more varied destinations and activities, national tourist organisations [and 
municipal] all hope to attract more ‘quality tourists’. These mythical visitors, whom 
planners think of as more affluent and cultured persons (characteristics which by no 
means coincide), are being hotly pursued by national [and municipal] tourist 
organisations all over the globe. They are widely viewed as the key to liberating 
destination communities from enervating dependence on hordes of low-spending 
package tourists”.
Others support this by suggesting that policy makers often assume that sustainable tourism 
development will automatically emerge by keeping ‘alive some old traditions and cultural 
expressions while simultaneously 'improving the quality of the product’ (Yunis 2000:65).
In Calvia many initiatives in the policy were aimed at diversifying the tourism product away from 
3 S tourism towards marine and golf and the interior. Is this sustainability or just rejuvenation? 
Building a golf course on an island which has a serious water shortage is not a sustainable 
measure if only because the natural resources of the island cannot support it. Bianchi (2004) 
notes “public authorities continue to promote growth centred policies based on new ‘tourism
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products’ such as marinas and golf courses, which fail to adequately address the more pressing
aspects of ecological degradation and the broader social dimensions of sustainability” (p. 497).
He concludes his argument by saying,
“Merely restricting the quantitative growth of tourism whilst upgrading the ‘quality’ of the 
provision, does little to ensure that the aggressive pursuit of profitability by tourism 
corporations and the resultant shift of capital into ‘new products’ will not eventually lead 
to the same cycle of oversupply and concentration of tourism’ means of production into 
fewer hands” (p. 520).
Moreover, both Malta and Calvia believe that extending the tourist season will offer a more solid 
social structure as year-long jobs will be provided as hotels and other facilities will stay open all 
year. Possibly the idea to extend the tourist season, although appropriate to deal with the issue 
of seasonality, may not be easily accepted. In the winter, many restaurants and other service 
sectors close for a month or more to rejuvenate for the following season. By extending the 
season, locals must deal with tourists all year round, which may add to negative feelings about 
tourism as they are never given a break from visitors. In addition, developing more cultural 
forms of tourism may be beneficial in diversifying the tourist product but often it has far greater 
impact than containing the tourists in mass coastal resorts where the infrastructure already is 
established.
10.1.10 Theory vs. practice
The findings from the academic survey suggest that although there is some agreement on the 
need for more inclusion of local communities in the policy process and the need for planning 
and monitoring of plans, there was no agreement as to what defines a sustainable tourism 
destination, or who should be responsible for monitoring of policy. This therefore leads one to 
believe that if academics cannot agree in theory, practice stands little chance of success. In 
addition, there is limited literature about power and politics within tourism, yet policy is 
suggested as the way to achieve more sustainable tourism. The researcher explored for two 
years for country and destination policies with specific measurable objectives of sustainable 
tourism, yet very few were encountered (chapter 3). When academics when asked for 
examples of effective sustainable tourism policies few mentioned any. Forty percent of 
respondents did not identify any location as being sustainable, with a further 8% saying that 
they did not believe any mass tourism resorts had made any significant steps in achieving 
sustainability. Of the remaining 52% who did identify destinations, 18% identified areas that
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were not mass tourism or were specific hotels, entire countries or non-mass tourism 
destinations. Some respondents said they did not know of any destination that had made 
substantial steps or had ‘seen little evidence’, or thought what had been identified as 
sustainable tourism was untrue.
Although there may be a plethora of writing about sustainable tourism, there seems to still be 
little evidence in practice. The lack of practicability is supported in the literature as many 
authors have also questioned the feasibility of sustainable tourism of practice (Wheeler, 1993, 
Bramwell & Lane, 1993, Harrison, 1996, Clarke, 1997, Stabler, 1997, Butler, 1998, Sharpley, 
2000).
10.2 Achieving sustainable tourism policy implementation
Looking at the literature one can see a number of possible solutions to some of the barriers to 
implementing sustainable tourism policy. The WTO’s Guide for Local Authorities (1998) 
declares that a plan has little value unless it is capable of being implemented and is actually 
implemented (p. 53). Areas for consideration in policy implementation should be responsive to 
changing circumstances and should include the following approaches:
■ Comprehensive: all aspects of tourism development must be considered
■ Integrated: into wider regional and national policies
■ Implementable: realistically be able to be achieved. Political realities must be realised 
but long-term development objectives and policies should not be compromised)
■ Strategic: ability to address identification and resolution of immediate issues without 
compromising longer-term sustainability (WTO, 1998:43)
Having identified the constraints of policy implementation, certain measures have emerged as 
strategies to overcome barriers. These are discussed in the context as a whole and shown in 
figure 10.4 below.
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Figure 10.4 -Strategies to overcome barriers
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The mitigation strategies that were gained from the case study research were somewhat 
supported by the literature review. In chapter 3 of this thesis, stakeholder participation, and 
integration, setting base standards of acceptable change and legislation and control measures 
were explained. This research accepts that all these strategies are needed however they have 
usually been more focused on new destinations rather than on mass tourism coastal 
destinations which have already reached a saturation or decline status. Although setting limits 
of acceptable change is very important, in both Malta and Calvia this was not done in early 
planning stages and therefore carrying capacity has already been exceeded. In addition, strict 
control measures such as limiting bed capacity were already implemented in both destinations 
and therefore were not cited as recommendations. The theories reviewed in chapter 3 
suggested that collective action, regime theory and adaptive management are possible ways to 
overcome barriers. The strategies outlined in the findings are noted in figure 10.4 and are listed 
below.
■ Participation and accountability of multiple stakeholders (ranging from the general 
public to politicians)
■ Having a long term/holistic view for sustainable tourism and its implementation
■ Political will/good governance
■ Educating politicians and the general public about sustainable tourism
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■ Integrating tourism policy into a wider framework
■ Adaptive management (used to ensure a long term and integrated approach)
10.2.1 Political will I good governance
The path towards sustainability is being pursued for economic reasons because mass 3 S 
tourism is in decline and this has affected the economic benefits. If political will is present, 
policy initiatives will be formulated and pushed forward (Margarita Najera Aranzabal, the 
Mayoress of Calvia, a strong advocate of sustainable principles, was in power until 2003 when 
policy initiatives were mainly achieved).
In the case of Malta, the current Prime Minister has decided to chair an inter-ministerial 
committee on tourism and it will be interesting to see if he endorses the goals of sustainability.
If political will is present, stakeholder incentives and educational campaigns are likely to be 
provided even if to support the political direction of the party in power. If tourism’s long term 
sustainability is not deemed to be an important aspect, economic injection into the economy to 
gain voting favour will continue to take priority. Sustainability will not become a reality until there 
is a fundamental shift in mentality of stakeholders (especially politicians) because sustainability 
decisions are usually unpopular in the short term which then in turn will redirect the political 
agenda to implement measures in order to retain votes.
Stakeholders agreed that development must be for quality rather than for growth, and that most 
policies addressed this but barriers to achieving it were political power struggles and economic 
priority over other concerns. It was agreed that there must be strong leaders for change who 
identify key agents/champions to start this process. As one respondent in Malta summed up 
“enlightening government requires finding a balance between social environmental and 
economic issues but there is no perfect solution and therefore compromise and balance must 
be felt. It will require joined up government” (NGO interview #1). Policy implementation has 
various complexities such as the conflicting and different definitions, uncertain tourism growth 
predictions and the short-term view of operations within the tourism industry. Who implements 
policy depends on market forces and what type of government is in power. Smith (1973) 
suggests that it is the context within which such policies are to be implemented which is of 
fundamental importance.
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10.2.2 Integration into wider policies
Tourism must be integrated into higher levels of government and wider frameworks of policy.
To be sustainable, all tourism needs to take into account a holistic and comprehensive 
approach that balances tourism development with other activities (Wight, 1993, Hunter, 1995, 
Butler, 1999, Pollacco, 2003). The research findings support some authors’ views that 
sustainable tourism must be closely linked to sustainable development and that sustainable 
tourism must be set within this larger context as it cannot be separated from the wider debate 
on sustainable development (Bramwell et al., 1996, Stabler & Goodall, 1996, UNEP et al., 
2000). Both Calvia and Malta support Hunter’s (1995) idea that a ‘tourism centric’ approach 
does not work and that tourism must be integrated into the wider issue of sustainable 
development. Tourism is a fragmented industry and dependant on other sectors and therefore it 
is the strength of these linkages which determines the success of tourism and policy (Cooper, 
1998). The recognition that policy needs to be integrated into a wider framework needs to have 
support and involvement of all stakeholders and politicians and the general public need to be 
educated about what sustainable development and sustainable tourism are. The need for 
integrated sustainable tourism is ever present as economic and environmental forces clash to 
create social conflicts and industry inefficiencies (Joppe, 1994, Ritchie, 1999, Manning, 1999). 
While the need for an integrated framework seems relatively straightforward in theory, it must 
be noted that social and environmental agendas are played off against each other and the links 
between the two are not always made clear.
Sustainable tourism development is about making all tourism more compatible with the needs 
and resources of a destination area and its residents (Twinning-Ward, 1999:187). There is a 
need to improve integration and cooperation in the aims of all three tiered sections of 
government in Mallorca to improve the political framework inefficiencies of policies in Calvia. 
Although there is an argument that policy must be implemented at local level there needs to be 
support and higher level direction from regional/national areas for it to be successful. Territorial 
and transportation plans are dependant on regional frameworks and municipal and 
sustainability efforts are more wide reaching than just the immediate destination. Many local 
policy enforcements need to be supported from the regional and national levels -  a national 
policy should provide the outline and legislation for integration. In Malta it was recognised that 
integration with other government sectors was needed to have tourism addressed in a holistic 
manner and to integrate environment and development into all decision making.
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10.2.3 Long term view
This mitigation strategy or recommendations to overcome barriers is concluded in both case 
studies. It was felt in Calvia that the community needed to be aware that some sustainability 
objectives (such as transport and water taxation) are long term objectives. In Malta it was 
thought that a clear focus and objectives incorporated into a strategic, long term plan would 
hold implementers more accountable. This mitigation strategy relates to a theory named 
Regime theory. While this theory needs stakeholder participation as well, accountability through 
the ability to build collations would help overcome possible implementation avoidance. This 
theory could be used in both Calvia and Malta. In Malta, instead of relying solely on one 
authority, cooperation between Authorities and Ministries must be undertaken, and participation 
on behalf of all stakeholders must be adopted and negotiation to obtain buy-in for more 
sustainable initiatives is needed. In Calvia, the local government realised that it needed to 
mobilise the private sector and public community to undertake sustainability initiatives and that 
buy-in to the long term vision was imperative.
An adaptive management approach as well as stakeholder participation is key to achieving a 
long term sustainable tourism vision as these approaches are more flexible and applicable to 
destination management (Caffyn & Jobbins, 2003). Adaptive management frameworks for 
policies see tourism as a living, changing system and has been noted by many stakeholders as 
a way to adjust and tweak policy so that it will continuously address changing issues and 
values. This was also set out by ICLEI (1995:34) who noted that sustainability will not be 
easily achieved. “It is not an absolute fixed position which could be attained and then forgotten 
about. It is a position of dynamic equilibrium which will require constant adjustment of a 
multitude of parameters to maintain”. As Inskeep (1991) noted many years ago, long term 
continuous monitoring of visitor satisfaction, project development and marketing effectiveness 
is needed and through this, adjustments to plans and programs.
Adaptive management is also suggested as a mitigation strategy to induce a dynamic and large 
scale approach rather than a traditional ad-hoc approach with static goals because the future 
environment, responding to ecosystem, political, social and economic changes is unpredictable, 
and therefore realistic and dynamic goals are needed constantly recognizing long term and 
short term effects.
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10.2.4 Stakeholder buy-in and participation
Effective policy formulation mechanisms need to be open and to encourage active participation 
from all sectors of the policy community to engage their support and see-through the 
implementation of policy objectives. It has to be dynamic, manage the continual tension 
between tourism development and sustainable development and involve a focus on 
communication, cooperation and the exchange of information and research, all with the 
objective of avoiding or solving conflict and gaining support for sustainable development (Elliot, 
1997). Eber (1992) says that local participation is needed to avoid over exploitation of 
resources and that successful sustainable tourism should balance the interests of multiple 
users and uses, loannides (1995) however, points out that locals in Cyprus saw mass tourism 
as beneficial and felt that ‘sustainable development’ would deny them a piece of the pie. In 
Malta and Calvia all stakeholders were not included in policy formulation or implementation, 
and lack of buy-in was a key factor for lack of success. Pridham (1999) noted that non-tourism 
regional and municipal local initiatives for sustainability have shown how local interests were 
mobilised when the prospectus for tourism was threatened by degradation “Benidorm could 
either sink under a tide of flotsam, pollution, cans and condoms... or clean up its act” (p. 109).
In both Calvia and Malta, sustainability has been sought by means of rejuvenation techniques 
rather than true sustainability efforts.
Godfrey (1998) in his survey of local government in the UK, discovered that sustainable tourism
would be more successful if there was greater integration of tourism in wider areas and there
was more involvement of residents, local business, council and interest groups. This point was
agreed by respondents in the research, who felt that if more tangible projects that showed
results and incentives and consultation throughout the process were evident, stakeholders
would be able to buy-in to the process and therefore be more accountable. The effectiveness of
local governments depends greatly on the cooperation of non-governmental actors and on the
combination of state capacity with non-governmental resources. One of the successes of
Calvia’s policy implementation was that it relied on a policy of cooperation and participation,
rather than relying on formal authority and hierarchal steering.
“The idea of partnerships is embraced ideologically and presented as a recipe for 
increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the public sector. On the other hand, the 
blurring of boundaries between political jurisdictions and markets provides ground for 
real concern” (Anderson, 2004).
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Like the other adoption strategies, adaptive management is also needed in order to engage all 
stakeholders and realise that they are different with different value structures. Collaboration in 
tourism planning has been advocated because of tourism's uncertainty, multi-fragmented 
nature and complexity (Hunter, 1997, Reed, 1999). Sustainable tourism must be regarded as 
an adaptive paradigm capable of addressing widely different situations, and articulating 
different goals (Reed, 1999). Collective action approaches may be able to limit the complexities 
and often incompatible agendas of different parties, however as Regime Theory suggests, 
collective action may not be sufficient as it depends on effective or good civilian dialogue (Lee, 
1993 in Reed, 1999). Therefore adaptive management may be more helpful as it focuses on 
‘the development (or system) process rather than the group dynamic” (Reed, 1999:334). 
Collaboration of stakeholders alone is not sufficient to address power issues which arise. The 
advantage of adopting an adaptive management approach is that it requires the collaboration 
and identification of shared values (Reed, 1999) which may help to overcome barriers of 
inadequate stakeholder involvement, values held by different stakeholders and coordination 
between government sectors. Additionally, collaboration and participation are needed to 
address the overall concept of public good rather than solely market interests.
10.2.5 Education
An overarching focus to achieve more sustainable tourism was felt to be through education. In 
Calvia it was felt that low education led to low quality tourism. The need for education in Calvia 
was linked to integration of sustainable tourism into wider policies as respondents in this 
destination felt that this was a national agenda item. It was felt that the lack of awareness of the 
need for sustainability rather than the live for today mentality would only change when there 
was a cultural shift towards sustainability and this would be achieved best through education. 
Many interviewees alluded to the need for greater education and awareness of the need for 
sustainable forms of tourism among politicians and appreciating the importance of tourism in 
other ministries and authorities. Awareness campaigns aimed at the general public could help 
to change short term societal beliefs and may help place issues of sustainable tourism on a par 
with to those of economic priority. Malta also cited this as a recommendation to more 
successful implementation of policy. Education of the voting community, youth and politician 
was felt to be needed to gain buy-in for stronger action was to be taken in the future.
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10.3 Conclusion
“It is clear that, due to tourism’s economic importance the Mediterranean region cannot 
do without a degree of mass tourism. However, it is also evident that it needs to 
safeguard its coastline, the very resource upon which the tourism industry depends. A 
balance between the presentation of the Mediterranean coastline and mass tourism 
development therefore has to be found” (UN, 2003:9).
The process of policy and planning is never ending, as any decision or action usually needs 
further approval and implementation, however, it can be concluded that the push for economic 
growth resulting in economic priority over social and environmental control is the major causal 
factor affecting policy non-implementation. This barrier is identified by many who declared that 
the priority of economics and the drive for increasing visitor numbers often over-ride many other 
factors (Fayos-Sola, 1996, Elliot, 1997, Hashimoto, 1999, Bianchi, 2004).
Sustainability in Calvia and Malta was endorsed and adapted and seen as the best way forward 
for all areas (economic, social and environmental), however the execution of sustainability 
initiatives were difficult and many end goals were not reached even though the impacts of 
existing forms of tourism were well known. It is likely, therefore, that the problem with achieving 
sustainability lies not in the definition, but in the implementation. It may be that policy-makers 
believe that sustainable tourism development requires little more than a shift away from the 3 S 
coastal mode of tourism towards a niche product focus and quality initiatives to attract a higher 
yield tourist.
The problem of policy implementation cannot be resolved solely by technical means as the
answer lies in political, cultural, economic, social and psychological change. Collective action,
regime and adaptive management theories have been put forward along with long term and
holistic thinking as ways to address these barriers. Tourism policy by its very nature is complex
and the management of a policy in its formulation, adoption and implementation makes the
operational and functional element a part that policy itself does not control. Hall (2001) notes:
“There is no perfect planning or policy process which can be easily translated from one 
coastal tourism management jurisdiction to another. Nevertheless, through an 
improved understanding of the policy processes and institutional arrangements by 
which coastal and ocean areas are managed, better integration of tourism development 
within coastal communities and ecosystems without undue negative impacts may be 
achieved” (Hall, 2001:610)
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The qualitative and quantitative approach used in this thesis provides an understanding of how 
policy implementers, academics and the private sector have described the barriers to 
implementing policy and recommended how to overcome these barriers. These insights can 
result in options for improvement of policy formulation and implementation in practice.
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CHAPTER 11
Conclusion
“Any approach to ST planning needs to be based on sound ecological principles. This 
means not just an appreciation of the physical environment but also a deeper 
understanding of the economic, social, political and physical systems of which tourism 
is a part” (Hall, 2000:205).
11.0 Introduction
For the past 20 or more years, sustainable development and ST have been at the forefront of 
many government agendas. This debate has been concluded that sustainability should be 
adopted as the way forward to preserve ecosystems and biodiversity, limit growth and improve 
the quality of life. There has also been no shortage of articles supporting the need to keep 
tourism pressures in check, address existing impacts and extend the planning horizon to create 
more sustainable development in the longer term. Within this context of sustainability, both 
research and literature have suggested that policies are mechanisms to achieving ST, as policy 
provides the needed regulatory framework within which to operate. The focus of this research 
was neither to determine if sustainability is needed nor to identify criteria to achieve it. Instead it 
was to determine if, based on the research on the opinions of the academics and sector 
stakeholders, it is being achieved in practice and if not, what the reasons were for failure of 
policy implementation. This research sought to examine ST policies in mass tourism coastal 
destinations, then solicit views from different stakeholder groups as to barriers and mitigation 
strategies.
As a result of the research four specific findings are presented. First, although sustainability and 
sustainable tourism are widely adopted notions for achieving a more balanced environmental, 
social and economic form of tourism, surprisingly, and perhaps a sadly, few examples or case 
studies of successful sustainable tourism policy implementation were found in practice.
Second, those examples that were found, were replete with barriers to implementation within 
the political environment in which they operated. Third, that there was little clear consensus
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among stakeholders as to who should be responsible for the policy implementation process. 
Fourth, key barriers which affect the policy process were determined. The last and perhaps 
most significant finding of this thesis is that although tourism has been recognised as a major 
economic contributor to economies and that tourism is also a strong tool in the social and 
infrastructural development of a destination, it is often not considered within the political 
contexts in which tourism operates, nor in the power struggles that play a critical role in 
hindering effective sustainable tourism policies.
The findings of this research lead to recommendations for other destinations. The factors 
identified as necessary for more successful implementation of policy were education of the 
general public and politicians, that political parties need to agree to long term objectives and 
have a long term vision, that participation and accountability of all stakeholders is needed and 
that policy needs to use an adaptive management framework.
11.1 Achievement of Thesis Objectives
11.1.1 Objective 1
This thesis had five objectives (chapter 1). The first was to review and consolidate the 
sustainable tourism literature in order to extract key factors of effective sustainable tourism. 
This objective was achieved through the literature review in chapter 2 and chapter 5 dealing 
with both the general sustainable tourism literature and that on coastal tourism literature which 
concluded that sustainable tourism needed to:
■ Protect and conserve sustainable resources
■ Be a multi-stakeholder approach
■ Be environmentally responsible
■ Maintain the well-being and involvement of the local population or host
■ Have economic benefit
■ Have a long-term view
■ Be equitable
■ Government must play a leadership role (e.g. impose a ‘greater good’ approach)
Although there is a large debate about the definition of sustainable tourism/stakeholders in the 
case studies as well as the academics and literature reviewed agreed that sustainable tourism
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is a process that has a long term perspective and is necessary to maintain or protect the 
resources that attract tourists to a destination. The case study research showed that the key 
criteria for sustainable tourism are not being achieved as neither the policy (Malta) nor the 
policy implementation (Calvia) had a long term view and neither used a successful multi­
stakeholder approach. Although the definition of sustainable tourism is often blamed in the 
literature for being ambiguous or vague, all stakeholders interviewed for the purpose of this 
research had a good understanding of both the negative and positive effects of tourism and the 
author felt confident that an objective perspective was obtained with regard to overall policy 
barriers and the criteria needed for more successful implementation of sustainability goals.
11.1.2 Objective 2
The second objective was to identify barriers to the effective implementation of sustainable 
tourism policy. This objective was completed through a clustering process in chapter 5 which 
analysed the literature on tourism policy and coastal destinations. The clustered barriers were 
then validated by the academic survey in chapter 6 which added political instability or distrust to 
the list of barriers and noted that local community participation was essential for policy 
implementation. The barriers defined by this process were then tested in the case studies of 
Malta and Calvia by asking stakeholders to identify any barriers to specific policy 
implementation processes. All respondents were asked to identify which barriers (not specific to 
any particular destination) were seen as barriers and which was the most important. The most 
frequently occurring barriers were:
■ economic priority over social and environmental concerns
■ lack of awareness of ST
■ lack of stakeholder participation
■ lack of integration into wider policy levels
■ lack of coordination between government sectors
In Calvia, lack of previous planning was cited as a common barrier and in Malta ambiguity and 
lack of focus were also noted. In both Malta and Calvia, lack of money was noted as a common 
problem but both case study respondents believed that this was generally because of lack of 
political will. Short term vision was not listed as a barrier in the original clustering process nor 
the survey results, although long-term vision was noted as a key criterion for successful 
implementation of policy. The author believes that short term vision is a product of economic 
priority and part of the negative feedback loop discussed in chapter 10.
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11.1.3 Objective 3
The third objective was to determine different stakeholder views on the degree of 
implementation of two destination sustainable tourism policies. This objective was achieved 
through a dual case study approach. Representatives of the private, public and NGO sectors in 
both Malta and Calvia were given questionnaires and face-to- face interviews to determine their 
perspectives with regard to barriers to policy implementation. The findings in chapter 9 showed 
that Calvia respondents were more positive about its policy implementation with the average 
mean score for all 10 strategic lines of action of 3.3/5, whereas the average mean score of how 
successfully line actions in Malta had been implemented was considerably lower at 2.6/5.
11.1.4 Objective 4
The fourth objective was to determine the extent of consensus among experts regarding 
barriers to effective implementation of policy and about who should be responsible for 
implementing, paying for, monitoring and enforcing policy. In both cases it was found that there 
was little consensus between theory and practice (academic views compared to practioners) 
and between different stakeholder groups. With regard to identifying barriers there was a 
consensus that economic priority was the most important. The researcher concludes that a 
short term focus has created a negative feedback loop with economic priority (i.e. the shorter 
the time horizon, the more priority the economic aspects such as job creation and maintaining 
votes are given over social and environmental concerns).
11.1.5 Objective 5
The last objective was to identify criteria necessary for the successful implementation of policy. 
This objective was achieved through asking stakeholders in destinations and through the 
academic survey about possible strategies for overcoming barriers and for also achieving 
sustainable tourism policy implementation. The criteria necessary which might assist 
implementation of sustainable tourism policy discussed in chapter 9 & 10 include:
■ Participation and accountability of multiple stakeholders (ranging from the general 
public to politicians)
■ Having a long term view of sustainable tourism and its implementation
■ Political will
■ Educating politicians and the general public about sustainable tourism
■ Integrating tourism policy into a wider framework
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Although lack of understanding of sustainable tourism was identified as a barrier, it was 
generally felt that those responsible for implementing policy understood sustainable tourism. It 
was the politicians at a higher level who did not understand sustainability or the importance of 
tourism as a holistic concept and were not accountable for their actions.
11.2 Contribution to knowledge
The contribution of this research to knowledge is fourfold. First, although there is a plethora of 
research on sustainable development and sustainable tourism, there is little research on 
tourism policy, and even less on implementation. Second, albeit there is much literature 
identifying the need for sustainable tourism and the need for policy to address this, the author 
did not find any studies addressing why few good examples can be found in practice or why 
sustainable tourism policies are not being implemented. The author believed, therefore, that it 
was necessary to focus this research on the operational level where policy would be 
implemented in order to gain a greater understanding of the barriers and possible solutions to 
this predicament. Third, because this research is both prescriptive and descriptive, it examines 
what was written in policy and has been executed through its implementation process as well 
as identifying general barriers. The results, it is hoped, provide a basis for other destinations 
and tourism managers in both the private, NGO and public sectors to compare their situation 
and possibly use the results as an example. Fourth, this research provides a multi-sector, multi­
stakeholder view of the process and compares not only practical, real-life experience but also 
weighs practical vs. theoretical knowledge on this topic.
11.3 Further Research - A framework for moving forward?
Can policies relating to tourism overcome the barriers to implementation to be able to achieve 
sustainability? The question is raised as to whether sustainability can even really exist in a free 
market economy - where economics by the very nature of the free market economy will always 
take priority? This concept was discussed in the literature and by many stakeholders. The way 
the main barrier identified in this research -  economic priority over social and environmental
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considerations -  appears to influence the process of development is shown in figure 11.1. This 
author believes that although the triple bottom line is promoted as the way to achieve 
sustainability, it must be acknowledged that in policy planning and implementation in reality that 
the three pillars of sustainability are not equal.
Figure 1 1 .1 -  Development continuum
+ • TIME
E= economic 
S= social
En= environmental
Realisation of need 
for policy measures to 
be implemented
As shown in the above diagram, although in theory the three pillars of sustainability (economic, 
social and environmental) are ideally equal (A), this is questionable in reality. As a destination 
develops, usually economic priority overtakes social and environmental considerations and the 
common resources such as described in the Theory of the Commons are not monitored or 
considered (B). When, however, the economic gains are seen to be decreasing (C) because of 
the neglect to the social and environmental factors (attributes that attracted tourists in the first 
place), then social and environmental considerations become an issue and are included in 
policy frameworks (D) (and to a certain degree addressed). From this research, however, one 
must question whether once economic conditions are stabilised, do environmental and social 
considerations and policy measures come to a standstill (E). One can examine the case of 
Calvia where a sustainable tourism policy was implemented when economic, social and 
environmental decline was felt in the region but after 10 years, the government changed and all 
sustainability policy considerations were stopped. This was because of a clash of political 
parties and because the economic conditions are once again favourable in Calvia.
In the case of Malta, environmental and social conditions are under pressure and policies now 
include statements about environmental and social considerations, but it is likely they have only
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been included since Malta has experienced a decrease in tourism numbers. The current 
situation is that although environmental and social conditions have deteriorated, emphasis is 
still being applied to an increase in tourism numbers -  thereby focusing on either diversifying 
the tourist product towards the heritage product or to diminish seasonality -  rather than 
improving the environmental conditions of the mass tourism resorts or placing a cap on tourist 
numbers. In both destinations a carrying capacity study was done, but in both cases, growth 
through means of increasing tourist numbers is still the focus.
Further research is needed to evaluate other mass tourism destinations, which have matured 
over the past 20 years to determine if these destinations are facing decline, and if so, if their 
tourism policy is moving toward more sustainable measures, and in fact sustainability is used 
as a rejuvenation tool. Essentially ST is fluid, it is ever changing and policy must also be so in 
order to address ST practicalities. This being said, further research is needed to study if 
adaptive management is an effective criteria for policy implementation as suggested earlier.
This research has concluded that there are few examples of successful policy regarding 
sustainable tourism but further research is needed to determine whether there are any trends 
towards a positive shift in political will. A further avenue for research is that of the influence of 
EU accession. Malta’s recent adoption into the EU has influenced the adoption of stricter 
controls but this was not mentioned in Spain as accession was not a recent phenomena. 
Further research might explore the influence of higher government levels on sustainability 
principles in policy formulation and implementation at the local level.
11.4 Conclusion
It can be concluded that both Malta and Calvia have had and still have an exploitive attitude 
towards their tourism resources - decision makers and many implementers are only paying lip 
service to sustainability and are driven largely by protecting the tourism product base rather 
than developing a model and policy based on the principles of economic, social and 
environmental equality. There is no argument that long term planning and attention to social 
and environmental issues needs to be included in the management of policy, however 20 years
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after this realisation, these have not been included in most policy statements or implemented to 
make destinations more sustainable.
Barriers to implementing policy are far from simple and complex power struggles between 
authorities and ministries and levels of government clearly exist, as well, pressures from the 
private sector economic priorities, a short term focus and political and social undercurrents all 
can affect policy implementation. Studies of sustainability and tourism need to recognise the 
complexities of the wider economic, social and environmental impacts on the region.
The synopses of the findings are fourfold. First, there has been an exponential amount of 
research about the need for sustainable tourism and policy to address issues of sustainability 
with most of the material being largely descriptive in quality. This is possibly due to the lack of 
practical examples in the field or the difficulty of the policy implementation process. Second, 
there have been no clear answers as to who should be responsible for implementing such 
policies, or paying, monitoring or controlling them. We are probably still in the learning stage of 
policy implementation and as policy is essentially about power, finding a best practice case 
study is extremely difficult as destinations vary drastically in terms of power and governance, let 
alone social and environmental factors. This being said, many coastal mass tourism 
destinations face similar issues in terms of over-development, decline in social structure, 
environmental degradation and loss of competitive advantage, and there was a clear 
recognition from the stakeholders interviewed in the case studies that there needs to be high 
level government commitment to correct this situation and achieve policy implementation. Third, 
the author attempted to rectify existing shortcomings of the literature by defining barriers to 
policy implementation which link policy implementation to sustainability -  the most frequent 
barriers identified in this research were: economic priority over social and environmental 
considerations, lack of stakeholder involvement and participation, lack of integration into wider 
policy and lack of awareness of ST. Finally, strategies that have been identified from the 
analysis are: the integration of policy into larger political and economic frameworks, more 
stakeholder involvement and accountability, political will, and education about sustainable 
tourism. The study of barriers to policy implementation with regard to sustainable tourism, in 
sum, calls for further research on stakeholder perspectives, yields management implications 
destinations and reveals the need to showcase and share research on policy implementation as 
well as general policy in tourism. There is no question that tourism has mostly been developed 
with ad-hoc planning and policy, but for sustainable tourism to move towards realisation, there 
is a need for more than just acknowledgement of the term the political will and practical
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implementation of large scale measures. Until we break the economic dominance of short term 
vision, sustainability will never be achieved.
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APPENDIX A
List of Policies and International Meetings Regarding Sustainability
(those in italics are tourism specific)
1948 IUCN (International Union for the Conservation of Nature) founded
1961 WWF (World Wildlife Foundation) founded
1968 ‘Rational Use and Preservation of Resources’ UNESCO conference, Paris, France. Club of Rome 
created
1971 Man and Biosphere, UNESCO Programme
1972 Humanity Heritage, UNESCO Conference
1980 ‘World Strategy for Conservation’ IUCN + UNEP + WWF. This report established three basic goals: 
“Essential ecological processes and systems supporting life must be maintained; genetic diversity must 
be protected; and any use made of species and ecosystems must be sustainable"
1980 Manila Declaration on World Tourism
1982 Acapulco Document on the Right to Holidays
1982 WTO & UNEP joint signing on importance of preserving and protecting the earth
1985 OECD International Tourism Policy for member institutes
1985 Tourism Bill of Rights and Tourist Code - WTO
1987 Brundtland Report “Our Common Future"
1989 Hague Declaration on Tourism
1990 “Caring for the Earth” IUCN + UNEP + WWF This report proposed that types of development can 
provide a type of quality of life of persons and at the same time can preserve the vitality and diversity of 
the earth and the goal for development is to satisfy these needs in a sustainable fashion.
1992 Global Biodiversity Strategy (IUCN + UNEP + WWF).
World Summit on the Environment and Development. Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (WCED)
Declaration on the Environment and Development 
Agenda 21
Convention on Climate Change 
Convention on Biological Diversity
1993 EU - 5th Environmental Action Program
1994 World Population Summit in Cairo, Egypt
1995 Berlin Summit on Climate Change
1995 EC- The Role of the Union in the Field of Tourism’
1995 Lanzarote Charter for Sustainable Tourism
1995 WTO et al. Agenda 21 for the Travel and Tourism Industry
1998 Kyoto (Japan) Summit on Climate Change
2001 EU - Working together for the future of European Tourism
2001 WTO: Sustainable Tourism Policy Report
2002 Rio +10, Johannesburg, South Africa
2002 EU - Council Resolution on the future of European Tourism
Source: Adapted in part from Lloret de Mar, 1998, Hardy & Beeton, 2001
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APPENDIX D
Department
Address
City
State
Postal code 
January x, 2003 
Dear xxx,
I am a PhD researcher at the University of Surrey in Guildford, England looking at barriers to implementing 
sustainable tourism policy. The objective of my research is to identify barriers to effectively implement 
sustainable tourism policy (specifically looking at coastal resort destinations) and how to overcome these 
barriers in order to provide a framework for those formulating and implementing policy in the future. 
Although some tourism is moving away from mass tourism, this form of tourism is still the largest, has the 
highest impacts and is perhaps most in the need of measures implementing sustainability so it can then be 
used as a model for other developed and developing destinations.
Your name was chosen to contribute because of your article xxxx. As a result, Professor Butler and I 
consider that not only would you possess the required skills to contribute meaningfully but also that you 
would recognize the need for research in this area. More specifically, the aims of this part of my research 
are:
1. To identify the extent of consensus among experts regarding:
- barriers to effectively implementing sustainable tourism policy,
- strategies to overcome barriers
- and who should be responsible for implementing sustainable tourism policy
2. Gain academic expertise
The enclosed questionnaire seeks to establish what academics believe are the main barriers to 
implementing sustainable tourism policy, what they believe are ways to improve this process, who should 
be responsible for implementing it and possible methods of monitoring and controlling the policy factors 
once implemented. Most questions are graded on a 5 or 7 point scale and there is a section at the end of 
every question for your to comment on the reasons for your decision or to make any other points that you 
feel are applicable based on your experience.
The final question then asks you to name a destination that you know of who has implemented significant 
steps toward sustainability or that could be considered best practices with regard to sustainable tourism 
policy implementation. The results of this question will provide the basis for field work based on your 
expertise.
Pilot surveys have shown that the survey takes about 15-20 minutes to complete. A stamped addressed 
envelope is enclosed for your convenience in returning the completed questionnaire, however, as I will be 
aiming to do the survey over email, please feel free to reply via this method.
Once again, Professor Butler and myself would like to thank you for your cooperation on this research and 
we would like to offer you a copy of the findings once completed to express my thanks.
Sincerely,
Rachel Dodds
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Rachel Dodds 
PhD Researcher
School of Management, University of Surrey
Flat 3
2 Bathurst Street 
London, W2 2SD 
UK
rachel@sustainabletourism.net
Supervised by Prof. Richard Butler 
Dr. Harold Goodwin
Objective: Identify the extent of consensus among experts regarding barriers to effectively implementing 
sustainable tourism policy, strategies to overcome barriers and who should be responsible for implementing 
sustainable tourism policy.
Note: Destinations as a whole represent a very diverse grouping. The barriers and solutions for 
tourism may be different from one destination to the next, however there are many common factors 
in mass tourism coastal destinations that will share the same phenomenon, therefore please 
answer the following questions with this in mind.________________  ___________________
Section one: This section asks you to identify what you consider the most important positive factors in 
influencing sustainable tourism policy implementation and to list implementation barriers, and asks you to 
define what constitutes a sustainable tourism destination.
Section two: Presents control and monitoring issues relating to policy and asks you to assess your opinion 
on which offer the most useful in making sustainable tourism policy effective
Section three: Asks you to identify a destination which you believe has taken significant steps toward 
sustainability or which could be considered an example of best practice
The questions relate to destinations that have the following features
- Coastal tourism destination
- Warm climate where 3 S tourism (sun, sea, sand) is key attraction
- Mass tourism is main tourism market
- Tourism is key economic contributor in destination
- Destination has reached a maturity, stagnation or decline stage of the destination life cycle (Butler, 
1980)
- Sustainable tourism policy has been implemented to some degree
- Sustainable tourism policy for the destination is evident
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SUSTAINABLE TOURISM POLICY IMPLEMENTATION QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION 1
1. In your opinion, what are the key elements that CHARACTERIZE or DEFINE a coastal sustainable 
tourism destination? (please score 1= not at all appropriate, 5=very appropriate) Please place a ‘0’ if you 
believe it is not relevant
Not at all appropriate Veryappropriate
Consensus among multiple stakeholders for policies or partnerships 1 2 3 4 5
A decline in tourism growth 1 2  3 4 5
Established protection of natural and cultural attractions and resources 1 2  3  4 5
Equitable distribution of benefits between external and local ownership 1 2  3  4 5
Involvement of local community in tourism management issues 1 2  3  4 5
Long term planning implemented 1 2  3  4 5
Established education and training standards 1 2  3 4 5
Use of autonomous specialised public agencies (e.g. Tourism development, environmental protection etc. that have 
an understanding of NGO’s, local communities and public and private sectors) 1 2 3 4 5
Zoning regulations (set number of approved new developments) 1 2 3 4 5
All profits are retained by foreign investors 1 2 3 4 5
Resource benchmarking (such as energy, water, waste) 1 2  3  4 5
Control of tourist numbers 1 2  3  4 5
Effective spatial planning framework that uses and implements Impact Assessments (IA)
1 2 3 4 5
Other? Please state:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 2  3  4 5
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2. When a destination is implementing a sustainable tourism policy, which are the most INFLUENTIAL (in 
actually making it work) factors? Indicate which you consider to be the most influential by placing a 1 in the 
box, e.g. 1= not at all influential, 5 =effective) Please indicate the most influential with a *
Not at all influential
International vs. domestic ownership or facilities 1 2 3
Funding/Expenditure (amount of monies available for policy implementation)! 2 3
Number of measurement and evaluation tools 1 2 3
Consultation and participation by local community 1 2 3
Knowledge of sustainable or tourism issues by implementing body 1 2 3
Support by local government (funding, guidance, policy) 1 2 3
Support by regional government (funding, guidance, policy) 1 2 3
Support by national government (funding, guidance, policy) 1 2 3
Consumer demand for sustainable tourism 1 2 3
Establishing control measures (e.g. setting limits of acceptable change) 1 2 3
Incentives/grant schemes to facilities to become more sustainable 1 2 3
Interpretation and information programmes to educate residents and visitors! 2 3
Other? Please state:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 2 3
Most influential 
4 5
3. Which of the following do you believe are effective ways of ENFORCING sustainable tourism policy 
implementation? (please score 1 =not at all effectives 5 = very effective)
Not at all effective Most effective
2 3 4Zoning regulations (e.g. licenses, access/planning permits) 
Taxation structure (Environmental or carbon tax collection) 
Setting visitor flows
Measuring accountability of stakeholders
Setting limits of acceptable change
Public relations or other marketing initiatives to highlight policy
Other? Please state:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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4. Please score the effect of the following as BARRIERS to implementing sustainable tourism policy at a 
mass tourism destination level? Please tick the 5 that you believe are the most significant.
Limited understanding or awareness of sustainable tourism
Lack of co-ordination between government bodies (e.g.. miscommunication between governing bodies, different 
government sectors have different roles
Lack of skill/practical knowledge by staff to implement policy
Economic priority of government (e.g. economics ranked higher than environmental or social concerns)
Lack of integration of sustainable tourism into wider policies 
Lack of resources by implementing body (e.g. money)
The destination is still in the growth stage of the life cycle
Ambiguity (e.g. lack of consensus of definitions of sustainable tourism, failure to provide plans or clear 
objectives)
Higher priority is given to economic and marketing forces rather than environmental and social conservation 
Lack of support by stakeholders of sustainable tourism
Investment was attracted before policy or land-use measures were implemented (lack of planning)
Lack of established control measures (e.g. lack of appropriate instruments to enforce legislation)
Lack of monitoring/enforcement of policy criteria
5. In your opinion, which do you feel to be the most important barrier? Please explain
Please add any additional comments which you feel would explain your responses in this section
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SECTION II
6. Who do you think should be primarily responsible for IMPLEMENTING sustainable tourism policy in a 
destination? Please rank in order of importance (1= most responsible, 2= the second most responsible, 
etc). If you do not believe an item is relevant, please place a ‘0’ beside it 
 : National Government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  No one -  leave it to market forces
7. Who should PAY for sustainable tourism policy implementation at a destination? Please rank in order 
of importance (1= highest, 2= second highest until 7=least) If you do not believe an item is relevant, 
please place a ‘O’ beside it
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
  All should share cost
8. Who do you think should MONITOR sustainable tourism policy at a destination? Please rank in order 
of importance (1= most important, 2=second most important, etc) If you do not believe an item is 
relevant, please place a ‘O’ beside it
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
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9. Who do you think should ENFORCE sustainable tourism policy? Please rank in order of importance 
(1= most important, 2= second most important, etc.) If you do not believe an item is relevant, please 
place a ‘O' beside it
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
10. Do you believe a national level sustainable tourism policy can be effective without collaboration 
through local implementation (please explain your view).
11. What do you believe could be strategies to overcome barriers? (please circle 1=not at all effective, 5 = 
very effective) Please place a ‘O’ if you believe it is not relevant
Not at all effective Very effective
Integration of policy into a wider framework 1 2 3 4 5
More allocation of resources to sustainability projects 1 2  3 4 5
Participation by all stakeholders 1 2 3 4 5
Accountability to measurable objectives and benchmarks to policy goalsl 2 3 4 5
Setting a code of practice (e.g. indicators and benchmarks to measure performance)
1 2 3 4 5
Greater inclusion of private industry in policy development? 1 2 3 4 5
Greater inclusion of local community in policy implementation? 1 2  3 4 5
Greater inclusion or participation by NGO’s in policy development 1 2 3 4 5
Greater allocated responsibility to private industry in policy implementation
1 2 3 4 5
Greater allocated responsibility to NGO’s in policy implementation 1 2 3 4 5
Greater overall higher control level by implementing party (e.g. third party audits, external guidance, etc.)
1 2 3 4 5
Other? Please state_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1 2 3 4 5
253
Please add any additional comments which you feel would explain your responses in this section
SECTION THREE
12. Which tourism sector can be most influential in the sustainable tourism development of a destination? 
Please rank in order of importance (1= most important, 2= second most important, etc.) If you do not 
believe an item is relevant, please place a ‘O’ beside it
  hotels
  attractions
  airlines
  tour operators
  travel agents
_  food and beverage
13. To what extent do you believe the HOTEL sector can influence tourism policy in a sustainable 
destination?
Completely A lot Somewhat Not at all 
Please explain how they influence?
14. In what way do you think the hotel sector can help make a destination more sustainable at a wider 
destination level?
  paying more taxes
  leading by example
  supporting suppliers that commit to sustainability
  advertising/marketing benefits showcasing importance of sustainable tourism to the community
  other
  none
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15. What could be incentives for the hotel sector to implement sustainable tourism policy? (please score 1= 
very successful, 5 = not at all successful) Please place a 'O' if you believe it is not relevant
Taxation breaks (Environmental or carbon tax credit) 2 3 4 5
Complementary marketing or promotional campaigns 2 3 4 5
Repatriation of profits 2 3 4 5
Other? Please state. 2 3 4 5
16. Who do you believe should implement them?
SECTION FOUR:
17. Do you know of any coastal mass tourism destinations that have IMPLEMENTED ANY STEPS
toward sustainability or that could be considered best practices with regard to sustainable tourism 
policy implementation? Are they working? How do they monitor progress? Why? How?
Destination___________Why selected?________ How do they monitor? If so. how_________Details
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your help has been much appreciated.
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APPENDIX E
Calvia List of Interviewees
Interviewed:
Public Sector:
1. Pablo de la Pena - Coordinator Derecho y Politica y Gestion Ambiental (current political 
party)
2. Sebastian Lora - Director Communications (previous political party)
3. Jordi Herrera - Director of Urban Regeneration and Special Projects (previous political 
party)(now in law division of current government)
4. Jose Manchado - Urban Planner (previous political party)
5. Antonio Manchado Lozano - Director Calvia 2000 (previous political party) now current 
Regidor Grup Muncipal
6. Maxi Lange - Biologist (Environmental Department) (current and previous political 
party)
7. Eduardo Cozar -  Cap de Servei Medio Ambientals (Director of Environment) (current 
and previous political party)
8. Antonio Garcia Salvador -  Politician (previous political party)
9. Eloisa Alonso -  Desarrollo Sociocultural (Director Sociocultural Development)
(previous political party)
10. Juan Cerda, Director de Education(previous political party)
11. Fernando Pratz -Director of LA21 process for Spain (Based in Madrid), Expert in 
planning and sustainability (initiator of LA process, advisor to local government)
12. Juan Morell -  Director of Promotion (current and previous political party)
13. Antonio Garcias Moles -  Councillor of Economics, Transport and Culture (previous 
political party)
NGO’s:
1. Macia Blazquez Salom -  Director Grup Balear d'Ornitologia i Defensa de la Naturalesa 
(GOB) and member of Scientific Committee, Doctor en Geografia
2. Sandy Hemingway -  Director, Amigos de la Tierra (Friendo of the Earth)
Private Sector
1. Victoria Capella, Central Destination Services -TUI (tour operator)
2. Jose Antonio Villalon Bautista -  Secretari Formacio, C.C.O.O. (trade union)
3. Antonio General Copeteca -  UGT (trade union)
4. Pte D. Tomas Pons, President, Asocianos Hotelera Palma-Nova- Magaluf (and hotel 
manager of Sol Melia in Magaluf)
5. Pte Martin Xamena, President, Asociacion Hotelera llletes (and hotel manager, hotel 
llletes)
6. Ricardo Ferrer -  Director, Pte Puentas Deportivo Sta Ponca (marina)
7. Jose Maria Gomez -  Director, Sta Ponca golf course
8. Jose Tirado Jimenez, President, Acotur (associations of tourism businesses)
Not interviewed:
Public sector:
1. Carolina Suao, Coordinator, LA21 (previous political party) (NOT INTERVIEWED)
2. Javier Bustamante -  Politician (previous political party) (NOT INTERVIEWED)
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Private sector:
3. Pte Luis Carrasco, President, Asociacion Hotelera Peguera (NOT INTERVIEWED)
4. Sra Neus Bosch o Tina - Asociones Hoteleras (said she did not feel they had enough 
experience to be interviewed)
5. Jose Erasco, Puentas Deportiva Puerto Portals (marina) {said he did not feel they had 
enough experience to be interviewed)
General interviews for information 
(not used in research results -  only for questionnaire piloting) 
- Margalida Picornell, SubDirector, CITTIB
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APPENDIX F
Malta List of Interviewees
Interviewed:
Public Sector
1. Tony Ellul, Director, Malta Environment and Planning Authority (MEPA)
2. Marguerite Camilleri, Manager, Policy Coordination, MEPA
3. Marie-Louise Mangion, Senior Manager, Strategic Planning & Research, Malta 
Tourism Authority (MTA)
4. Mario Attard, Director, Product Planning & Development, MTA
5. Michael Parlato, Internal Consultant, MTA
6. Leslie Vella, Executive Director, MTA
7. Alan Vella, Head of Secretariat, Ministry of Tourism & Culture
8. Antoinette Carvana, Executive Director, Heritage Malta
9. Sharron Cassar, Policy Coordinator, Ministry of Rural Affairs and the Environment
10. Malcolm Borg, Policy Coordinator Ministry for Urban Development and Roads
11. Mario Ellul, Secretary, San Pawl-al Bahar council
12. John Ebejer Land Use Policy Advisor Ministry of Rural Affairs and the Environment 
(ex employee of MTA -  product consultant)
NGO’s:
1. Martin Schicluna, Director, Din L.Art Helwa
2. Julian Manduca, Director, Friends of the Earth Malta
3. Adriana Vella, Director, Biological Conservation Research Foundation (BCRF)
4. Vincent Attard, President, Nature Trust
5. Mario Farugio, President, Fondation Wirt Artna
Private Sector
1. Gionfrenco Selvaggi, President, Tour Operators Association
2. Angelo Xuereb, CEO, Ax Holdings (Developer)
3. Charles Monton, Director, Hotel & Catering International Management Association 
Malta (HCIMA)
4. Winston Zahrec Jnr., President, Malta Hotels & Restaurants Association
5. Joe Capello, Air Malta
6. lain Tonna, VP, Federation of Association of Travel Tourism Agents
General interviews for information (not used in research results -  only for gathering information 
and names of people to talk to)
- Dr. Nadia Theuma, University of Malta
- Dr. Carmen Fsadni, University of Malta
- Alfredo Marco, Central Bank of Valletta (discarded interview because of lack of 
involvement and knowledge)
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APPENDIX G
CALVIA QUESTIONNAIRE 
El proposito
Esta investigacion requiere proporcionar las recomendaciones para otros destinos (tanto como administracion 
municipal, directores de destino, el sector privado, ONGs, comunidades locales etc.) para si formulacion, su desarroilo 
y implementacion de turismo sostenible basada en las experiencias de Calvia.
El obietivo
Este analisis de los interesados identifica y evalua el nivel de consenso entre varios expertos considerando:
Las barreras para aplicar efectivamente la polltica sostenible de turismo
Las estrategias para sobre pasar estas barreras
Las responsabilidades necesarias para aplicar la polltica sostenible de turismo
SECTION I
<j,Que era su papel en el proceso de la implementacion de la polltica?
1) iE sta  usted d’acuerdo la politica de Calvia por turismo sostenible?
2) <j,Cual es su opinion acerza de la politica LA21?
3) £A que grupo de lo los interesados representa usted? Por favor marque que la corresponda 
Alojamiento
Administracion Municipal 
Gobierno Regional 
Operador de Visita
Organization No Gubernamental (ONG)
Asociacion de Investigacion 
Organizacion/Comunidad Academica 
Cientifico/Empresa de Investigacion
4) iE n  su opinion, cuaies eran las razones principales para adoptar y aplicar una politica sostenible de turismo en 
Calvia?
SECTION II
La politica de LA21 se desarroilo en 1995, lanzo en 1997 y su evaluation sucedio en 2000. La base de esta nueva 
politica, consiste de 10 lineas estrategicas de action. Las preguntas siguientes preguntan sus opiniones acerca de 
este proceso de reforma.
5) Teniendo en cuenta las 10 lineas estrategicas generales y 40 iniciativos de acciones para Calvia? Por favor marque 
5 = muy exitoso, 1 = nada en absoluto exitoso
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10 LfNIES D’ACCIO ESTRATEGIQUES 140 INICIATIVES
LiNiA 1: Contenir la pressio humans, limitar el creixemont i afavorir la rehabiiitacio intngral dei tcrritori i cl seu litoral.
1. Nou Pla General d’ Ordenacio Urbana de Caivia
2. Les noves actuacions urbanistiques a Caivia
3. Noves ordenances ecorresponsables
nada en absoluto exitoso
£Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 3
<j,Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? ^Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
LINIA 2: MavMd?JMcgraci6J
4. Viure a Caivia
5. Intcgracio, formacio i treball a Caivia
6. Voiuntaris de Caivia
7. Convivdncia integracid cultural i qualitat de vida a Calvid
8. Calvid, ciutat europea sostenible
9. Participar a Calvid
10. Calvid, municipi lliure de substancies perilloses
nada en absoluto exitoso
6 Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 3
iS i menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? ^Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
LlNIA 3: Preserver el patrimoni natural terrestre imarjtjm.
11. Pla d’Ordenacio dels Recursos Naturals i del Paisatge (PORNP) de Calvid
12. Preserver I’aigua natural de Caivia
13. Preservar el sol i els sistemes forestals a Calvin
14. La conservacid natural de les platges de Calvid
15. Recuperar la qualitat de la mar a Caivia
16. Restaurar els principals impactes ambientals i paisatgistics de Calvid
nada en absoluto exitoso 
iQ u e  nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion?? 1 2  3
<j,Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? £Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
muy exitoso 
4 5
muy exitoso 
4 5
muy exitoso
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LiNiA 4: Recuperar el patrimoni historic, cultural i natural.
17. Coneixer i cuidar el Patrimoni Hfstdric i Cultural de Caivia
18. Parc arqueoSdgic Puig de sa Morisca
19. Els Camins i Miradors Calvid
20. Creacio del Museu de Caivia
21. Constiiucio d'un patrimoni public historic cultural a Caivia
nada en absoluto exitoso
iQ u e  nivei de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2  3 4
d,Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? ^Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
. LlNIA 5: Imouisar la rehabiiitacio integral dels nuclls de pobiaci6 residenclals i turistics.
22. Rehabilitar i esponjar els nuclis de Caivia
23. Actualitzacio del "Pla d'Esponjament Urb&"
24. Actuacio pilot "Area de Rehabilitacid Ambiental"
nada en absoluto exitoso 
iQ u e  nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2  3 4
^Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? ^Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
; LfNIA 6: Millorar Calvia com a dgstinacio turistlca: SubstMircrejxementjM^ 
desoeses per visitant i tendre a equllibrarla temporada turistica.
25. Caivia, destinacio turistica innovadora
26. "Calviei: L'hivem europeu"
27. Modemitzar el pare turistic de Caivia
28. Foment de nous productes turistics a Caivia 
: 29, Foment de la qualitat i ecoqualitat a Caivia
nada en absoluto exitoso 
^Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2  3 4
^Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? <j,Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
muy exitoso 
5
muy exitoso 
5
muy exitoso 
5
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. liNIA 7: Millorar el transport public t afavorir eis desplacaments de vianants i en bleicleta cntre i a ^ interior dels nuclis 
de poblacio.
30. Millorar el transport ptiblic a Calvin
31. Pla per a la reconversio ecolbgica de la mobilitat a Caivia
nada en absoluto exitoso muy exitoso
^Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 - 3  4 5
^Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? <j,Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
LtNIA 8: Iniroriuir una gestid sostenible als sectors ambientals cfau:.ajflua,
32. Pla decennal de I’aigua a Caivia.
33. Programa local de gestio de la demanda d’energia per estabilitzar - reduir el seu consum.
34. Pla decennal dels residus a Caivia
nada en absoluto exitoso muy exitoso 
I  Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 3 4 5
cS\ menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? <j,Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
35. L’IFOC, agenda per al desenvolupament sostenible de Caivia
jnvertir en_rocursos humans i del
36. La inversio en els recursos humans de Calvingssjgg fWMW^W^MWMWW^
37. Foment de nous proiectes empresarials a Caivia
38. La dinamitzacio delmon rural de Calvin
nada en absoluto exitoso muy exitoso
I  Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 3
d,Si menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? <j,Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
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. LiNiA 10: Innovar el Govern municipal i ampiiar la caoacitst d'inversio publica -  privada concertada,
39. Modemitzarl'organ]tzaci6 municipal a Calvin
40. Ampiiar la capacitat inversora de Caivia
nada en absoluto exitoso muy exitoso
I  Que nivel de existo cree usted que ha tenido la ejecucion? 1 2 3 4 5
iS i menos de 5, por que no fue esto logrado? ^Que barreras/problemas enfrentaron?
6 ) ^Como soiutionar los barreras/problemas en Caivia que ellos se encararon con en este proceso de la politica?
7) (jjiene usted alguna recomendacion para otros destinos que desean aplicar una politica sostenible de turismo?
8 ) ^Podria dar me los nombres de contacto y los numeros de telefono de otros interasados de apuestas implicados 
en el LA21 en Caivia ?
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9) iAparte de las experiencias que se observio en Caivia, cuales son las barreras mas evidentes en todos los
destinos de turismo? Piensa que se puede aplicar la misma reforma politica?
□  Falta de recursos (por ejemplo, financieron)
□  Demasiada ambiguedad sobre los objetivos y la planificacion politica
□  Falta de conocimiento respecto al sector de turismo sostenible.
□  Prioricasion mas enfocada a temas economicos y de marketing en vez de la conservation ambiental y 
social
□  Falta de integratccion de la politica de turismo sostenible com las estrategias politicas de otros sectores
□  Falta de coordination entre cuerpos de gobierno (por ejemplo, la formen que se comunican los cuerpos
directivos o como las diferentes responsabilidades de los varios sectores
□ Instabilidad politica o falta de confianza en el estado
□ Falta del conocimiento y/o capacidad practica para aplicar la politica
□  Falta de la participation de los “interesados” en el proceso de diseno e implementation de la politica I 
Apoyo insuficiente por parte de los interesados
□  Llegada de inversion financiera antes de llegar a un acuerdo sobre la utilization de la tierra de forma 
sostenible
□  Falta de establecer medidas de control (por ejemplo, instrumentos apropiados para imponer legislation)
□ Falta de monitoreo (por ejemplo, falta de capacidad administrativa y/o esquemas apropiadas para 
evaluation)
SECTION III
Esta section requiere su opinion sobre los modos que pueden asegurar que las politicas sostenibles del 
sector de turismo son eficaces.
10) d,En su opinion quien eria debe ser principalmente responsable para APLICAR la politica sostenible de turismo en 
un destino? Por favor grado en la orden de la importancia (1 = el muy responsable, 2 = el segundo muy responsable, 
etc hasta 6 = menos responsable). Si usted piensa es una combinacion de partidos, explica por favor.
 Gobierno nacional
 Gobierno Regional
 Administracion municipal
 La industria turistica (los hoteles, las atracciones, etc)
 La comunidad local
 Nadie -  se debe dejar libre a las influencias del mercado liberal economico
11) ,?,En su opinion quien eria quien DEBE PAGAR la ejecucion sostenible de la politica de turismo en un destino? Por 
favor grado en la orden de la importancia (1 = el muy responsable, 2 = el segundo muy responsable, etc. Hasta 7 = 
menos responsable. Por favor solo utilice un niimero una v e z , Si usted piensa que es una combinacion de partidos, 
explica por favor.
 Gobierno nacional
 Gobierno Regional
 Administracion municipal
 La industria turistica (los hoteles, las atracciones, etc)
 La comunidad local
 El Cliente
 Nadie -  se debe dejar libre a las influencias del mercado liberal economico
 Todo compartirlo
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12) ^En su opinion quien eria quien DEBE CONTROLAR la politica sostenible de turismo en un destino? Por favor 
grado en la orden de la importancia (1 = el muy responsable, 2 = el segundo muy responsable, etc hasta 7 = menos 
responsable). Por favor solo utilice un numero una v e z , Si usted piensa que es una combinacion de partidos, explica 
por favor.
 Gobierno nacional
 Gobierno Regional
 Administracion municipal
 La industria turistica (los hoteles, las atracciones, etc)
 La comunidad local
 El Cliente
 Nadie -  se debe dejar libre a las influencias del mercado liberal economicodejar
13) £En su opinion quien eria quien DEBE IMPONER la politica sostenible de turismo? Por favor grado en la orden de 
la importancia (1 = el muy responsable, 2 = el segundo muy responsable, etc hasta 7 = menos responsable). Por favor 
solo utilice un numero una v e z , Si usted piensa que es una combinacion de partidos, explica por favor.
 Gobierno nacional
 Gobierno Regional
 Administracion municipal
 La industria turistica (los hoteles, las atracciones, etc)
 La comunidad local
 El Cliente
 Nadie -  se debe dejar libre a las influencias del mercado liberal economico dejar
Gracias para su tiempo. Su ayuda a sido muy apreciada.
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APPENDIX H
MALTA SUSTAINABLE TOURISM POLICY QUESTIONNAIRE
Purpose:
This research is in order to provide future recommendations to destinations (local government, destination 
managers, private sector, NGO’s) for their formulation, development and implementation of sustainable tourism  
policy based on Malta’s experience.
Objectives:
To identify the extent of consensus among experts regarding:
■ barriers to effectively implementing sustainable tourism policy
■ strategies to overcome barriers
■ identification of responsibilities for implementing sustainable tourism policy 
SECTION I
Which stakeholder group do you represent? Please tick the most appropriate.
□  Accommodation
□ Local Government
□  National Government
□  Tour operator
□ Non Governmental Organization (NGO)
□ Research Association
□  Academic Organization/community
W hat is your position/job title?
What is your definition of sustainable tourism?
W hat is your opinion about the need for sustainability in Malta’s tourism policy- do you thin it is necessary?
W hat do you believe were main reasons Malta has made efforts to implement a sustainable tourism policy?
How successful do you believe Malta has been in achieving more sustainable tourism ? Please rank 
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
266
SECTION II
Malta’s Strategic Plan 2000-2002 and 2002-2004 refers to Sustainable Tourism. The following questions ask your 
opinions about this process.
Please score 1 = not at all successful, 5= very successful
10. In the MTA’s strategy 2002-2004, it outlines that “MTA will direct tourism development towards a controlled  
growth scenario, as set by Government Policy based on the findings of the Carrying Capacity Assessment for the 
Maltese Islands (2001)”. How successful to you believe this has been?
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems are there?
11. The following outline Malta’s Corporate Strategies as outlined in the 2002-2004 plan -  in your opinion, with the 
idea of sustainable tourism achievement in mind, how successful do you believe they have been?
a) Deliver value and customer satisfaction by upgrading product, environmental and quality of service
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
b) Implement programmes to exploit Malta’s unique value proposition
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
c) Diversify markets to improve seasonality and value
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
d) Provide information for decision-making
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
e) Regulate the industry on the basis of defined standards
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
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f) Build alliances with stakeholders
Not at all successful Very successful
1 2 3 4 5
If less than 5, what prevented this from being achieved? What barriers/problems were there?
Do you believe these barriers or problems can be resolved? Please explain how.
In your opinion, should anything have been done differently to implement this type of policy more successfully? 
Do you have any recommendations for other destinations wishing to implement a policy for sustainable tourism? 
What do you think are key criteria for the successful implementation of a sustainable tourism policy?
In a general sense, NOT SPECIFIC ONLY TO MALTA but all tourism destinations, do you believe any of the 
following are barriers exist to implementing policy? Please tick those that you think are relevant
□  Lack of resources (e.g. money)
□  Ambiguity - failure to provide clear plans or objectives of policy
□ Limited awareness of sustainable tourism
□ Higher priority given to economic and marketing forces rather than environmental and social conservation
□ Lack of integration of sustainable tourism policy into wider policy objectives
□ Lack of co-ordination between government bodies (e.g. miscommunication between governing bodies, different 
government sectors have different roles
□ Political instability/distrust
□  Lack of skill/practical knowledge by staff to implement policy
□  Lack of support/involvement by stakeholders
□  Investment was attracted before policy or land-use measures were implemented (lack of planning)
□ Lack of established control measures (e.g. lack of appropriate instruments to enforce legislation)
□ Lack of monitoring (e.g. lack of administration, accountability standards)
□  Other (please write)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Which of the above do you believe is the most important?
SECTION III
This section asks your opinion on which are the most useful wavs to ensure the effectiveness of sustainable tourism 
policies
18. Who do you think should be primarily responsible for IMPLEMENTING sustainable tourism policy in a 
destination? Please tick the most important only
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  No one -  leave it to market forces
19. Who should PAY for sustainable tourism policy implementation at a destination? Please tick the most 
important one
 ; National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
  All should share cost
20. Who do you think should MONITOR sustainable tourism policy at a destination? Please tick the most 
important one
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
21. Who do you think should ENFORCE sustainable tourism policy? Please tick the m ost important one
  National government
  Regional government
  Local government
  Industry (hotels, tour operators, airlines, facilities, attractions, etc)
  Local community
  Consumer
  No one -  leave it to market forces
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23. Do you know of anyone else that I should talk to regarding the policy implementation process? Would you please be 
able to provide me with contact details?
Thank you for your time. Your help is much appreciated.
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APPENDIX I
Caivia letter of support
y
AJUNTAMENT DE CALVlA 
MALLORCA
TO WHOM IT  M AY CONCERN:
We would like to introduce you to Ms. Rachel Dodds who is currently conducting 
research for her PhD on sustainable tourism in Caivia, Mallorca in April and September, 
20 04 .
Ms. Dodds is a student with the University of Surrey, U K  and her research focuses on 
the implementation of sustainable tourism policy. Her main objective is to identify the 
criteria necessary to implement sustainable tourism policies and the barriers which 
destinations face. She will be focusing on mass tourism coastal destinations as these 
host the largest number of tourists and therefore have the greatest social and 
environmental impact. Her research in Caivia will ultimately provide guidance to assist 
other tourism destinations successfully implement sustainable tourism policies.
Rachel’s research is in line with Calvia’s aim for sustainable tourism where tourism and 
local development can be achieved with environmental, social and economic balance. 
To date, Caivia has implemented many aspects of sustainable tourism policy using the 
Local Agenda 21 process. We therefore acknowledge Rachel’s work and encourage her 
research which will assist other mass tourism destinations in developing and 
implementing sustainable tourism policies.
For this reason, we kindly request that you support Ms. Dodds in any way you can so 
that she may successfully carry out the data collection for her research.
Sincerely
Kate Mcntink x s ' ^
3 0 ABU 2004
Regidora de Turismo yCiudadanos Extranjeros
C. Julia Bujosa Sans, Batle, 1. 
Tel. 971 13 91 00
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APPENDIX J
Spanish tourist board letter of support
GFiCINA ESPAMOLA 
DS T'mif-fAC'.
€ J 5 f ss’am.ah 'mrmvr oi no .
March 26,h, 2004
To whom it may concern;
We are pleased to introduce Ms. Rachel Dodds who is a student with the University of 
Surrey in England. Ms Dodds is undertaking her PhD and her research focuses on the 
implementation of policy with regards to sustainable tourism. Her main objective is to 
identify the criteria necessary to implement sustainable tourism policies and overcome the 
barriers which destinations face. She will be focusing on mass tourism coastal destinations 
as these h ost the largest number of tourists and therefore h ave the greatest social and 
environmental impact. Her research in Mallorca, Spain will ultimately provide guidance to 
assist other tourism destinations successfully implement sustainable tourism policies.
Rachel’s research is in line with the aim of Spain’s Plan de Excelencia for sustainable 
tourism which identifies that tourism and development can be achieved through the balance 
of environmental, social and economic goals. Spain has made many steps to move towards 
aspects of sustainable tourism and the Spanish Tourist Board encourages research and 
work towards these goals. We therefore recognise and a cknowledge (Rachel’s work and 
encourage her research which will assist other tourism destinations in developing arid 
implementing sustainable tourism policies.
For this reason, we kindly request that you support Ms. Dodds in any way you can so that 
she may successfully carry out the data collection for her research.
Yours faithfully,
Manuel Butler
Director
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APPENDIX K
40 initiatives which fall under the 10 strategic lines of action
1. To contain the human pressure, to limit the growth and favour the comprehensive 
restoration of the territory and its littoral.
i. The New General Town Planning of Caivia
ii. The new town -  planning actions in Caivia
iii. New eco-responsibility regulation
2. To favour the integration, cohabitation and the quality of life of the resident population.
i. To live in Caivia
ii. Social integration, training and employment in Caivia
iii. Caivia’s volunteers
iv. Co-existence, cultural integration and quality of life in Caivia
v. Caivia, European sustainable town
vi. To participate in Caivia
vii. Caivia, a municipality free of dangerous pollutants
3. To protect the natural land and marine heritage and promote the establishment of a 
regional tourist ecotax to be used for the environment
i. Management plan for the natural and scenic resources of Caivia
ii. To protect the natural water sources of Caivia
iii. To protect the soil and forest systems in Caivia
iv. Natural conservation of the beaches in Caivia
v. To restore the quality of Caivia’s sea
vi. To eliminate the main impacts on Caivia environment and landscape
4. To restore the historical, culture and natural heritage initiatives
i. To know and to conserve the historical and cultural heritage of Caivia
ii. The Archaeological Park “Puig de sa Morisac”
iii. Natural paths and viewpoints in Caivia
iv. To open the Museum of Caivia
v. To establish a public historical -  cultural heritage in Caivia
5. To promote the complete rehabilitation of residential and tourist areas
i. To restore and carry out building clearance in Calvia’s developed centres
ii. To update the “Building Clearance Plan”
iii. Pilot scheme “Environmental Restoration Area’
6. To improve Caivia as a tourist destination, to replace growth with sustainable quality, 
to seek an increase in expenditure per visitor and aim at balancing the tourist season
i. Caivia, an innovative tourist destination
ii. The European Winter in Caivia
iii. To update tourist facilities in Caivia
iv. To foster new tourist products in Caivia
v. To foster quality and eco-quality in Caivia
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7. To improve public transport and encourage people to walk or cycle in town centres or 
from one centre to another
i. To improve public transport
ii. To plan for the ecological reconversion of mobility in Caivia
8. To introduce sustainable management into the key environmental sectors: water, 
energy and waste
i. Ten-year water plan in Caivia: a supply management programme to 
stabilize/reduce the demand for water
ii. Local energy supply management programme to stabilize/reduce the demand 
for energy
iii. Ten-year water plan in Caivia: a management programme to reduce and 
recycle waste and produce compost
9. To invest in human and knowledge resources, to boost and diversify the financial 
system
i. The IFOC agency for sustainable development in Caivia
ii. To invest in human resources in Caivia
iii. To foster new entrepreneurial projects in Caivia
iv. To boost the rural areas in Caivia
10. To innovate municipal management and increase the capacity of public/private 
planned investment
i. To update municipal organization in Caivia
ii. To increase the investment capacity of Caivia
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APPENDIX L
Evaluation of Calvia’s Action Plan from 1997-2000
Source: Ajuntament de Caivia, 2001
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APPENDIX M
Caivia building clearance actions 
Building clearance - Demolition of buildings
Year
1993
1993
1993
Building
Bar and terraces Son Maties 
Apartments, shop premises 
Beach bar
Converted into
Son Maties Maritime Esplanade 
Son Maties Maritime Esplanade 
Son Maties Maritime Esplanade
1993 Storage area Son Maties Maritime Esplanade
1993 Beach bar Son Maties Maritime Esplanade
1993 Mini-golf cafe Son Maties Maritime Esplanade
1994 Store area & stairway Son Maties Maritime Esplanade
1994 Parking area, restaurant, etc. Palmanova Maritime Esplanade
1994 Santa Ponga beach front bar Santa Ponga Maritime Esplanade
1994 Las Velas Restaurant Santa Ponga Maritime Esplanade
1995 Playa Palmanova Hotel Green belt & Maritime Esplanade
1996 Atlantic Hotel Green belt
1996 Haiti Hotel Parking zone
1999 Reina Peguera Hotel annex Square & parking area
2000 Mimosa Hostel, Paguera Green belt
2001 Montecarlo Bar, Santa Ponga Improvement to Ramon de Montcada Street
2002 Apartments Ditos, Cas Catala To improve the beach
Total: Surface area of demolished buildings: 13,559.14 square metres 
Total surface area of plots of land: 25,716.39 square metres.
Preventive building clearance. (Acquisition of urban plots of land to prevent further 
construction).
Year Plot Converted to
1992 llletes passage Parking and green belt
1993 Duque de Extremera Street Green belt & Maritime Esplanade
1993 Duque de Extremera Street Green belt & Maritime Esplanade
1994 Plots Es Castellot Green belt
1995 Costa & Llobera Street, Palmanova Public parking area
1995 Marroig Point, Palmanova Beauty spot
1995 Park Club, Santa Ponga Public parking area
1996 Park Club, Santa Ponga Access to parking area
1996 Park Club, Santa Ponga Parking and garden areas
1996 Jaime I Street, Palmanova Parking area
1999 Monte Street, Peguera Parking area
1999 Eucaliptus Street, Peguera Parking area
2000 Plot, Santa Ponga Beauty spot & green belt
2000 Cala Fornells Green belt
2001 Plots Nova Santa Ponga Beauty spot
Total: 50,788 square metres of building land saved from further construction.
Source: http://www.calvia.com/Pages/ldiomas/lngles/Pages/even/iespon.htm - last accessed February, 2004
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APPENDIX N
Promotion for renewable energy in Caivia
HnhhIE
;
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APPENDIX 0
Examples of Interview Questions
1. Do you believe it is necessary to have policy objectives which relate to the sustainability of 
tourism?
2. Do you agree with Calvia/Malta’s definition of sustainable tourism?
3. How do you define sustainable tourism?
4. What are the main objectives of the policy which relate to sustainability?
5. What are the reasons for undertaking sustainability initiatives in Calvia/Malta?
6. How successful do you believe Calvia/Malta has been in achieving a more sustainable 
tourism industry?
7. How successful do you believe the policy objectives you mentioned regarding sustainable 
tourism have been achieved -  could you rank them on a scale of 1-5?
8. What has been accomplished in Calvia/Malta with regards to sustainability initiatives?
9. Whose role is it to implement these initiatives?
10. Did you or are you facing any problems in the implementation of policy initiatives that
referred to sustainable tourism?
11. How have you overcome these barriers? What mitigation strategies have you used?
12. How has cooperation been between different stakeholders?
13. How has cooperation been with other government departments?
14. How have you monitored or evaluated the success of the policy initiatives?
Prompts:
- What do you mean by that?
- Could you explain that further?
- In what way?
- Could you give me an example?
- Who is responsible for this?
- What role did you play?
- Why do you say that?
- What do you think the reason for that could be?
- Goon
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APPENDIX P
Sample Interview Transcribed
9 am -11  am, December 2,2004
Interviewee: Mr. Schicluna, NGO Director 
Interviewer: Rachel Dodds (RD)
[discussion about MS background, what his position is, how long he has been in Malta, etc] 
tape recorder turned on.
RD: Thank you very much for giving me your time today, it is much appreciated.
MS: You’re very welcome. I hope I can help. Before we go into detail about what we discussed on 
the phone, I should perhaps give you a brief history.
RD: Yes, please.
MS: the National Trust of Malta was founded in 1965. It was self appointed but there was no legal 
standard. It was a lobbying organisation. An education and sensitivity role. Look at some of these 
old photos....
.... [left interview room to look at photos, was told information about legal status and the 
development of NGOs in Malta]...[returned to room, tape recorder on]
...They were trying to halt rampant development and also conserve and restore properties. So far 
we have restored 13 properties.
RD: because of what you were saying, do you think Malta needs a sustainable tourism policy?
MS: yes, the impact on tourism and development has been extreme. There have been some good 
intentions, like I just told you when we just looked at the photos. There have been a lot of very 
good intentions but translating those intentions into action is where it all falls down.
RD: Before we go into more detail about sustainability, could I ask you how you define sustainable 
tourism?
MS: I would define it as ensuring that one has economic success now without jeopardising future 
generation’s enjoyment and quality of life. It is a balance between social, economic and the 
environment.
RD: Thank you. In your opinion, how successful do you believe Malta has been in achieving more 
sustainable tourism?
MS: Economic gain has been good but on the other hand, the penalties have been quite large. 
There is no political will -  after identifying the problems you have to set up a plan with targets but 
this is not happening. We have lost too much time writing reports rather than implementing things. 
The social and environmental issues are of vital importance to tourism but tourism is not seen as a 
priority in the political status -  environmental issues tend to get cast aside.
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RD: Why do you think that is?
MS: because when you make environmental decisions, there will be some serious, some grave, 
social and economic effects. The concern [by politicians] is for job creation. Competing with other 
destinations takes more priority. Malta always has focused on tourism numbers rather than tourism 
yield. One doesn’t have to be in the tourism sector to know that hotel beds are in oversupply and 
hotels are cutting costs to stay in business but new hotels are still being built -  there is no plan, 
[garbled sentence]... seeing development as a mark of a vibrant economy but building instead is 
having a strain on infrastructure and environment but this is not being faced up to.
RD: And on a scale of 1 -  5 (5 being very successful) how would you rate it?
MS: a 3. Malta is brilliant at analysing its problems but abysmal at implementing them - 1 can’t 
think of a single report that has been implemented.
RD: And what barriers or problems do you think there are for this?
MS: The reasons are two-fold. First there is a lack of political will because politicians know that 
social or environmental legislation or dealing with these problems will be unpopular. Secondly, the 
quality of the civil service has deteriorated because of lack of strength to implement. There is a
lack of will to tackle difficulties. Civil service is inefficient, ineffective and bureaucratic.......
Some have said that the problems in Malta coincided with the world downturn but I disagree. MTA 
is more concerned with tourism numbers because of downturn than looking at sustainability 
measures.
Tourism is not seen as a priority in other sectors (the environment tends to get cast aside b/c when 
you make environmental decisions there usually tends to be economic consequences. Concern for 
job creation and competitiveness take more priority.
RD: Okay. Sorry, I just need to catch up writing on what you are saying. Okay, I would like to ask 
you a bit more detail about the questionnaire if that is alright. You give scores out of 5 but I would 
like to ask you if there are any specific problems or barriers you know of which might have been 
the reason of lack of implementation.
MS: yes
RD: Do you think Malta is more sustainable with regards to tourism than before? On a scale of 1-5. 
MS: 3
RD: In the MTA’s strategy 2002-2004, it outlines that “MTA will direct tourism development towards 
a controlled growth scenario, as set by Government Policy based on the findings of the Carrying 
Capacity Assessment for the Maltese Islands (2001)”. How successful to you believe this has 
been?
MS: I am not really sure overall. Perhaps I can answer the individual aspects separately?
RD: Okay, sure. Looking at the first objective line -  to deliver value and customer satisfaction by 
upgrading product, environmental and quality of service. You gave this a 2 out of 5, why not a 5?
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MS: there has been more talk than action. We still have poor quality.
RD: what do you mean by poor quality?
MS: having 5* hotels doesn’t mean having a 5* experience. This is why I give it a score of 2. The 
infrastructure does not support the accommodation. The same is for objective number 2. There are 
lots of plans but really nothing has been done yet. Heritage Malta has moved around exhibits but 
they lack the funding and conservation and interpretation is poor. The MTA may be advertising 
culture tourism but the product hasn’t changed.
RD: What about diversifying markets to improve seasonality and value. Have there been any 
barriers to achieving this? Once again looking at it from a sustainability point of view?
MS: there is still a lack of focus and still more talk than action. Coordination between Ministers is 
awful and there is a lack of integration between Ministers. Malta needs joined up government but 
we have none. I give this a 2. Let me find something for you.
[Left room to show me an article-no taping]
[return to room]
...On a positive point, as you can read in the paper [gives RD paper], tourism and culture is now 
together and we now have a Minister for the Environment. It used to be environment and foreign 
affairs together up until two years ago.
RD: okay, what about objective 4, to provide information for decision-making. Any reason why you 
gave it less than 5?
MS: The lack of will -  there is more momentum to gain votes. Government is always a short term 
focus and there is no strategic approach or implementation of what is written down.
Malta is essentially a polarised government. There are only two strong parties and even though 
there is an Alternativa party -  it doesn’t really come into play. What we need is enlightening 
government requires finding a balance between social environmental and economic issues but 
there is no perfect solution and therefore compromise and balance must be felt. It will require 
joined up government.
RD: and what about regulating the industry on the basis of defined standards? Do you have 
anything to add?
MS:.I don’t’ have much to add to the question. The standards of the tourism industry as a whole 
are much better... There is a lack of enforcement.
RD: What do you mean by lack of enforcement?
MS: There aren’t enough enforcement officers in planning authorities. Everyone knows each other 
also which causes problems. ‘Scratching back’s’ -  it is who you know not what you know and this 
has led us to neglect sustainability. For example there is a big interest in bird watching but yet 
even though there are numerous complaints there is still hunting and bird trapping.
RD: Ok. And the last objective, how successful has building alliances with stakeholder been done 
-  again regarding the move towards sustainable tourism?
MS: I think the relationship with MHRA is good. Have you talked to Winston Zhara yet?
RD: yes, he had a very interesting perspective
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MS: yes, he does. Have you heard about the Cottenera project?
RD; yes
MS: There has been a huge pressure by developers to build. They pressured politicians and it 
went through. The glass building is now built even though it doesn’t aesthetically match the other 
buildings. There was a lot of controversy about it. We were involved. A new 5* building right next to 
a heritage site! But, because of the integration of money into the economy, the social and 
environmental concerns were overridden. Everything is always a short term view.
RD: I have heard that there is ‘brown enveloping’ that occurs -is this true?
MS: is that what you call it? Yes, but the problem really is the constant short term focus.
RD: You have mentioned a lot of barriers, do you think they can be overcome?
MS: yes I think so.
RD: can you tell me how you think you could resolve these problems or how policy could be more 
effectively implemented?
MS: in 1996/1997 Stong Minister for Tourism. Mr. Carmen Vella was a very good Minister for 
Tourism. Strong leadership is what is needed. And one has to sell and gain buy-in from all 
stakeholders. There has to be greater inclusion from the private sector. There needs a change of 
culture -  but this is a generation thing. This can only be rectified through education and training 
about sustainable development and sustainable tourism.
The problem is too that we have a polarised government. We have only two strong political parties 
(even though we have Alternativa). The green party is trying to come into play but it hasn’t 
happened yet. Enlightened government is required to find a balance between economic, social and 
environmental concerns -  a balance must be struck.
I don’t mean to have a negative view. I do think things are starting to change and some good 
initiatives have been started, just not enough.
RD: In your opinion, should anything have been done differently to implement this type of policy 
more successfully?
MS: nothing more than what I have already said. Stronger leadership. More specific plans and 
objectives. Joined up government.
RD: what do you think are key criteria to successfully implement a sustainable policy of this kind?
MS: Accountability. Everyone has to be accountable. Especially politicians. More allocation of 
resources perhaps. If I was giving suggestions to another destination? Strong leadership and long 
term vision.
RD: Thank you. Do you have anything else to add?
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MS: No but if I think of anything, I will let you know. Would you like me to fill in the rest of the 
questions?
RD: yes please, every researcher has to have their ‘tick’ box questions.
RD: Regarding this research, do you think there is anyone else you think I should talk to?
MS: you have talked to Winston Zhara, what about Heritage Malta?
RD: yes, Antoinette Caruana
MS: Yes, good. I think from what you told me on the phone that you have talked to everyone. What 
do you plan to do with your research?
RD: [turns off tape and continues discussion]
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